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PREFACE

This report was prepared in fulfillment of the requirements of Section 10906 of the Farm Security and
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (the 2002 Farm Bill):

SEC. 10906. REPORT ON GEOGRAPHICALLY DISADVANTAGED FARMERS AND
RANCHERS.

(a) DEFINITION OF GEOGRAPHICALLY DISADVANTAGED FARMER OR RANCHER.—
In this section, the term *‘geographically disadvantaged farmer or rancher” means a farmer or rancher
in—

(1) an insular area (as defined in section 1404 of the National Agricultural Research,

Extension, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3103) (as amended by section 7502(a)); or

(2) a State other than 1 of the 48 contiguous States.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary of
Agriculture shall submit to the Committee on Agriculture of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Senate a report that describes—

(1) barriers to efficient and competitive transportation of inputs and products by
geographically disadvantaged farmers and ranchers; and
(2) means of encouraging and assisting geographically disadvantaged farmers and
ranchers—
(A) to own and operate farms and ranches; and
(B) to participate equitably in the full range of agricultural programs offered by
the Department of Agriculture.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report examines the transportation disadvantages experienced by farmers and ranchers in
noncontiguous U.S. States and Territories as they relate to the movement of farm products, based on
information derived from interviews and listening sessions with transportation providers and producers
and using data collected from public and private sources. As defined in Section 10906 of the Farm
Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (the 2002 Farm Bill), these States and Territories include
Alaska, American Samoa, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico, Guam, Hawaii, and the Virgin Islands of the United States.

The report makes recommendations and suggests actions in the transportation arena that can improve the
competitiveness of these farmers and ranchers in the domestic and international marketplace, utilizing
private enterprise, as well as State and U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) programs and initiatives.
Inadequate port infrastructure, limited access to freight service, and the low priority often given by
transportation providers to handling agricultural commodities often create physical and economic barriers
that make it difficult for farm producers and ranchers in geographically insular areas to compete
successfully with U.S. mainland producers. Furthermore, many of the non-contiguous U.S. States and
Territories consist of islands or chains of islands, where local farmers and ranchers are obliged to rely
exclusively on either sea or air transportation to ship their cargo to the U.S. mainland and other
destination markets.

During the development of Section 10906 of the 2002 Farm Bill, USDA/Agricultural Marketing Service
(AMS) personnel worked with Congressional staff to determine that this report would use Hawaii as the
primary case study to describe barriers in agricultural transportation in non-contiguous U.S. States and
Territories. Out of the approximately $1.19 billion in agricultural items produced in U.S. non-contiguous
States and Territories on an annual basis, Hawaii accounts for nearly half of this figure, generating
approximately $511 million in farm product sales annually." Moreover, Hawaii has many geographical
similarities with other island Territories that bear significantly on the manner in which agricultural inputs
and products can move throughout the region and to States on the U.S. mainland.

Information presented in this report is based on data collected from the Alaska Department of
Transportation, the Pacific Basin Development Council, World Trade Center Alaska, and other key
organizations responsible for monitoring transportation conditions in non-contiguous U.S. States and
Territories. In addition, from May 2-7, 2003, USDA/AMS in conjunction with University of Hawaii
personnel, conducted interviews in Hawaii with transportation service providers, including air and ocean
cargo representatives and freight forwarders. Listening sessions were also held for agricultural producers
and shippers to encourage candid discussion about the specific transportation challenges they face.
USDA/AMS employees also participated in the Annual Hawaii MIDPAC Horticultural Expo to learn
about the challenges facing the horticultural industry in particular.

Section 10906 of the 2002 Farm Bill also requires the report to describe a means of encouraging and
assisting geographically disadvantaged farmers and ranchers to own and operate farms and ranches and to
participate equitably in the full range of agricultural programs offered by the Department. Part III of this
report contains background information on the Farm Loan Programs operated by the Farm Service
Agency. The farm loan programs provide direct and guaranteed farm ownership and operating loans to
assist beginning and established farmers and ranchers in developing viable farming and ranching
operations. Included in this information are fact sheets on loans to beginning and socially disadvantaged
farmers and ranchers. Part III also provides information on USDA outreach activities already serving the

! Agricultural sales statistics derived from the Hawaii Department of Agriculture and the Census of Agriculture from
1998, 1999 and 2001, administered by USDA’s National Agricultural Statistics Service.
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non-contiguous U.S. States and Territories. Access to outreach activities, farm loan programs, and other
USDA programs can be gained by contacting the State and local contacts listed in Part IV of this report.

This report is not intended to be a complete cost-analysis or all-inclusive report on every issue facing the
agricultural and shipping industries in geographically insular areas. However, every effort has been made
to discuss what appear to be the most significant barriers to competitive transportation of agricultural
inputs and products for non-contiguous U.S. States and Territories.
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L. TRANSPORTATION ISSUES AFFECTING FARMERS AND
RANCHERS IN NON-CONTIGUOUS U.S. STATES AND
TERRITORIES

Research by USDA/AMS personnel on the transportation barriers and challenges affecting farmers and
ranchers in non-contiguous U.S. States and Territories indicates that there are several transportation
barriers that appear to be common to farmers and ranchers in such insular areas across the board. These
include:

- Exceptional dependence on sea and air transportation as a means of distributing agricultural
products to destination markets.

- Inadequate port, harbor and airport infrastructure in comparison to the demand for maritime and
air transportation services.

- Unfavorable maritime freight rates compared to more active trade lanes, especially for
westbound cargo in Pacific trade lanes, making it difficult to supply Asian markets and acquire
inputs from U.S. mainland sources.

- Unreliable or nonexistent access to timely data and information related to local freight rates,
cargo shipment volumes, transportation capacity, and transportation service availability.

Agricultural shippers in U.S. geographically insular areas are constrained by limited transportation
choices. Unlike much of the U.S. mainland—where rail and truck transportation are the predominant
modes used to move agricultural product to domestic destination markets—farmers and ranchers in non-
contiguous U.S. States and Territories do not generally have these options at their disposal. Since most of
these regions consist of individual islands or chains of islands (excluding the non-island portions of the
State of Alaska), the only modes of freight service available to transport agricultural products to offshore
destinations are maritime and air transportation. Beyond the challenge created by restricted choices in
transportation modes, the opportunity for farmers and ranchers in such geographically isolated States and
Territories to access transportation services is further reduced by infrequent or inconsistent service
availability from existing carriers, especially in terms of air transportation. (Puerto Rico stands out as an
exception to this general rule, because it has successfully managed to transform itself into a major
distribution center for merchandise moving to and from other islands within the Caribbean Basin, and has
been able to attract a sufficient volume of transshipment cargo to sustain competitive interest from
transportation carriers.)

Existing air service connections in non-contiguous U.S. States and Territories, especially in less-
populated rural/farming communities, are frequently tenuous and vulnerable to cutbacks because they are
not commercially profitable. For example, Hilo on the Big Island of Hawaii—located near Hawaii’s
primary agricultural region—Ilost its only direct passenger airline service to the U.S. mainland several
years ago, when the remaining carrier decided that existing passenger traffic was insufficient to justify
maintaining the route. Consequently, air cargo service from the Big Island of Hawaii to the U.S.
mainland was restricted for many years to two flights per week on premium-priced freight carriers, which
increased the cost of shipping agricultural products by air freight, and reduced the ability of local
agricultural shippers to access direct air freight service to their major destination market. Although
Federal Express recently enhanced the availability of air cargo service to the U.S. mainland in March
2003 by introducing direct air freight service from the Hilo airport to Ontario, CA, five days per week on
a trial basis, demand for this service had only reached 5 percent of total cargo capacity as of May 2003,
suggesting that it might be difficult for Federal Express to maintain their service on a more permanent
basis.



Studies of the American Pacific Islands indicate that access to air cargo service is also limited and
difficult to sustain in these geographically isolated regions. In many cases, air linkages to small Pacific
Island communities have only survived because of U.S. government assistance, such as the Federal
Essential Air Service Program, which faces perennial appropriation scrutiny.” Moreover, as fuel costs
climb, the difficulty of ensuring regular access to air service in these geographically isolated communities
grows even more severe.

Similarly, many rural Alaskan communities often have little access to regularly scheduled airline service,
severely restricting the amount of agricultural cargo that can be accommodated in the course of normal air
traffic. Of the 257 publicly owned, public use airports owned and operated by the Alaska Department of
Transportation’s Rural Airport System, only 41 airports (16 percent) offer paved runways, while 175 of
these airports (67 percent) offer unpaved gravel runways, and another 41 of these airports (16 percent)
can only be accessed by seaplane.” Since unpaved gravel runways can only be accessed using propeller-
operated aircraft with very limited cargo space, agricultural shippers in Alaska often need to augment
regularly scheduled flights with costly charter flights during peak harvest periods.*

The absence of regularly scheduled airline service in many rural Alaskan communities appears to have a
significant impact on the efficient transport of agricultural products from the State. Unlike agricultural
producers and shippers in Alaska that have easy access to the Southcentral road network, residents of
rural communities elsewhere in the State, who face less reliable surface road conditions, tend to rely more
frequently on air transportation than ground transportation to distribute highly perishable agricultural
products, such as fresh seafood items, to destination markets.” As the result of this rural dependence on
air service, air transportation currently rivals ground transportation as the preferred mode of transport for
all fresh seafood leaving the State of Alaska; of the 42 million pounds of fresh seafood shipped out of
South Central Alaska, Prince William Sound, Kodiak, and Western Alaska to out of State markets in
calendar year 2000, about 18 million pounds, or 43 percent, were shipped by air, another 18 million
pounds were trucked to destination markets via the Alaska Highway, and 3 million pounds, or 7 percent,
were transported by a containerized vessel.’

Beyond the issue of service availability, the use of air transportation to distribute agricultural cargo to and
from the non-contiguous U.S. States and Territories is also restricted by the limited runway length
available at many airports in the region. The Pacific Basin Development Council notes that of the 23
airfields available for public use in Hawaii and the American Pacific Islands (American Samoa, Guam,
and the Northern Marianas), only five of these airports have airstrips longer than 7,000 feet, with the
result that they can only be accessed by smaller aircraft that have limited cargo capacity, rather than wide-
bodied passenger aircraft.” Likewise, in Alaska, more than 40 percent of the State’s public use airports

2 “Pacific Ocean Lifelines: American Pacific Island Harbors,” Pacific Basin Development Council, Honolulu, HI,
October 1995, p. 2.

3 “Alaska DOT&PF Rural Airport System Project Identification, Evaluation and Development Process Overview,”
presentation delivered at the Alaska Airports Conference in May 2003 by Roger Maggard, Rural System Airport
Development Manager.

4 «“A Fresh Seafood Distribution Center: An Assessment of Need,” World Trade Center Alaska, Anchorage, AK,
October 2001, p. 19.

> Tbid.

6 «A Fresh Seafood Distribution Center: An Assessment of Need,” World Trade Center Alaska, Anchorage, AK,
October 2001, pg. 1.

7 «Pacific Ocean Lifelines: American Pacific Island Harbors,” Pacific Basin Development Council, Honolulu, HI,
October 1995, p. 2.



have runways that are less than 3,000 feet in length.® Moreover, when weather conditions are unfavorable,
available cargo capacity can be reduced to a fraction of normal volume. Local shippers and freight
forwarders in Hawaii indicate that planes departing the Kahului airport in Maui, which has a 7,000 foot
runway, are often obliged to reduce their cargo volume by as much as 75 percent to maintain their
passenger loads during periods of strong crosswinds.’

Given the variety of constraints affecting routine use of air freight to move agricultural products in and
out of U.S. non-contiguous States and Territories, it is not surprising to learn that many of these
geographically isolated regions, especially those island States and Territories where ground transportation
is unavailable, depend heavily on ocean transportation as a primary distribution mechanism for
agricultural commodities. Representatives of the Pacific Basin Development Council observe that more
than 90 percent of goods imported into the American Pacific Islands, and approximately 98 percent of the
cargo exported from the American Pacific Islands, are moved by ocean vessel, as enormous discrepancies
between the cost of air and ocean transport make air transport cost prohibitive for all but the highest-value
commodities on a non-emergency basis.'” Rates for inter-island and overseas air freight in the American
Pacific Islands are said to exceed ocean freight rates for comparable merchandise shipments by 500 to
3,400 percent.'" Therefore, when regular access to ocean transport is impeded, as occurred in the fall of
2002 during the West Coast ports strike, the economies of non-contiguous U.S. States and Territories are
often disproportionately—and dramatically—affected by these developments. The vulnerability of these
States and Territories to disruptions in ocean-borne cargo traffic, and the impact of such disruptions on
local commercial activity, is explored further in the Part II of this report, in the section entitled
“Movement of Inputs and Commodities.”

Agricultural shippers in the non-contiguous States and Territories do not have access to adequate
transportation infrastructure and equipment necessary to be competitive. Reviews of existing case
studies and interviews with industry representatives suggest most of the non-contiguous areas discussed
in this report do not have access to adequate infrastructure for agricultural shipping, including ocean port
and airport capacity and storage facilities, especially when compared to what is available in the
contiguous 48 States. Without access to the infrastructure essential for agricultural shippers to transport
their products to the market in the best condition, at the lowest cost, and in the quickest time possible, the
agricultural industries of these regions are unable to remain competitive domestically and internationally.
The inferior state of infrastructure in the non-contiguous U.S. States and Territories for agricultural
shipping can be generally attributed to:

* The absence of competition with other ports (which discourages investment in capital
improvements).

* Physical and geographic characteristics of harbors, which contribute to greater wear and tear on
existing infrastructure, and raise the cost of infrastructure maintenance and replacement.

* Limited competition between transportation modes.

¥ «Alaska DOT&PF Rural Airport System Project Identification, Evaluation and Development Process Overview,”
presentation delivered at the Alaska Airports Conference in May 2003 by Roger Maggard, Rural System Airport
Development Manager.

’Information obtained during personal interviews with several airline industry representatives and air freight
forwarders in Honolulu, HI, May 2003.

' Information on modal share breakdown for exported goods obtained during telephone interview with
representative of Pacific Basin Development Council, August 2003. Modal share figure for imported goods cited in
Pacific Ocean Lifelines: American Pacific Island Harbors,” Pacific Basin Development Council, Honolulu, HI,
October 1995, pp. 2-3.

" Pacific Ocean Lifelines: American Pacific Island Harbors,” Pacific Basin Development Council, Honolulu, HI,
October 1995, p. 5.



* Relatively small freight volumes and the low value of many agricultural products
* Emphasis on passenger traffic over freight traffic because passenger traffic is more profitable.

While seaports on the U.S. mainland have the ability to compete for cargo from nearby States, especially
inland States without water access and seaports, non-contiguous and insular areas do not, preventing
necessary competition required to prioritize facility improvements for cargo. Competition for market
share is a large driving force for a port to prioritize the needs of its customers, especially the shipper.
However, since these regions are isolated from other U.S. States, this influence to prioritize facility
improvement based on customer need does not exist; the risk of losing domestic customers to another
domestic port is absent. Further inhibiting port development in many U.S. insular areas is the unusual
expense associated with constructing, maintaining and replacing port infrastructure, as proximity to deep
water seas, exposure to waves from all directions, and the high risk of natural disasters in many insular
areas often increase the cost of basic infrastructure development projects.

An additional source of competition not as prevalent in the insular areas is the competition between
transportation modes. Agricultural shippers in the continental United States have the option to move
product domestically by rail, truck, air, or water; the agricultural shippers in non-contiguous areas do not
have this option. As discussed in the previous section, geography forces shippers within each of the
noncontiguous areas to rely heavily on air and sea transportation for moving agricultural products. In the
American Pacific Islands, shipping cargo by air is relatively expensive and service availability is very
limited. As a result, agricultural shippers have become especially dependent on ocean shipping, reducing
the incentive for the ocean cargo industry to improve facilities and provide enhanced service to their
customers.

The struggle to maintain adequate infrastructure is further exacerbated by the fact that available funding
for improvements is limited by the relatively small amount of cargo transiting through each port. States
similar to noncontiguous States and Territories, in terms of State production and cargo traffic, can
increase cargo throughput for the port by attracting cargo from nearby States. Contiguous States also
have the option to access the airports and seaports of a nearby State instead of investing in their own
facilities. Due to their geographical boundaries, most noncontiguous U.S. States and Territories do not
have either of these options. These regions must develop, maintain, and support their own ports based on
revenue obtained from comparatively small cargo throughput. (Puerto Rico and parts of Alaska have
somewhat conquered the financial resource obstacle. Alaska recently announced several million dollars
in investments in port improvements in Anchorage, the construction of which will last through 2008."
Much of this funding has been made possible through Federal grant programs and private investment."?
Puerto Rico has taken advantage of its location to act as an international hub for the Western Hemisphere
to increase cargo transiting the Port of San Juan.)

Additionally, for areas that consist of a chain or group of islands, such as Hawaii, American Samoa, and
the U.S. Virgin Islands, multiple ports must be developed and maintained for individual islands, as
opposed to focusing limited financial resources on one main port for that State or Territory.

The limited infrastructure in the noncontiguous U.S. States and Territories makes it difficult to serve the
passenger, freight, and U.S. mail traffic needs simultaneously. As a result, when decisions about traffic
priorities must be made, freight traffic often receives the lowest priority. This is prevalent where cargo
and passenger vessels (such as cruise lines) must share space at a seaport. For example, shipping lines in
Hawaii report that a cargo ship must stop loading or unloading cargo and set anchor away from the pier to

12 Sessions, Christina, “Seismic study pivotal for big port expansion,” Alaska Journal of Commerce, April 21, 2003.
"> MacPherson, James, “Upgrades prepare port for new container ships,” Alaska Journal of Commerce, August 18,
2002.



allow a cruise ship to dock and release passengers. In Alaska, since seafood is shipped on both dedicated
air cargo freighters and on passenger flights, passengers and baggage take priority when weight limits are
exceeded. With the ability to expand and separate ports by function, Puerto Rico has managed to
overcome the obstacle by having separate port facilities for cargo and passenger vessels. Unfortunately,
other ports, such as those in the American Pacific Islands, do not have the space or financial resources
available to create separate dock facilities.

The phenomenon of “cargo bumping” is not restricted to ocean-borne commerce. As discussed in the
previous section, small island communities and outlying areas in Alaska in particular suffer from
inadequate air runway length and condition. Since the runways cannot support the needs of freighter
airplanes, smaller passenger planes with reduced weight limits must be used for shipping cargo, such as
frozen seafood. When weight limits are exceeded, cargo will be unloaded to retain passenger traffic. In
addition, these areas also typically suffer from inadequate storage, especially temperature controlled
warehouses. "

Legal requirements mandating that U.S. mail receive priority over freight shipments (and subjecting
transportation service providers to fines if not followed) can also lead to delays in cargo shipments. This
is a relatively common occurrence where transportation infrastructure and facilities are inadequate, since
U.S. mail traffic will always take precedence over freight traffic. Such delays occur often during the
Christmas season. In Hawaii and the American Pacific Islands, when holiday mail traffic is exceptionally
high, cargo is often “bumped” from flights that exceed weight limits. Similarly, after weather calamities
in the Pacific Islands, emergency supplies (food, medical supplies, shelter, and clothing) take priority
over other cargo.

Strong reliance on imports from the U.S. mainland drives up input costs in the U.S. noncontiguous
States and Territories, and leaves them vulnerable to transportation disruptions. U.S. noncontiguous
States and Territories face relatively high ocean freight rates for inbound cargo from the U.S. mainland.
These high freight rates are partially a result of the heavy reliance of the insular areas on the U.S.
mainland for consumption goods and inputs for production. Significant trade imbalances are common
between the U.S. noncontiguous States and Territories and the U.S. mainland. For every container of
cargo exported from an insular area, approximately 3.5 are imported from the mainland. Further, for
every one ton of agricultural product exported to the contiguous 48 States, 3.3 tons of agricultural
products are imported (table 1). Strong demand for available inbound freight services and higher freight
rates translate into higher costs of farm and food manufacturing inputs.

Table 1: Agricultural Product* Shipments by Ocean Vessel between
U.S. Mainland and Noncontiguous States/Territories, 2001

U.S. State/Territory Imports Exports Import:Export

(short tons) (short tons) (Ratio)
Alaska 406101 145324 3:1
Guam 59955 193 300:1
Hawaii 803355 420618 2:1
Pacific Islands 7624 22 350:1
Puerto Rico 1353646 227961 6:1
Total 2630681 794118 3.3:1

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Waterborne Commerce Statistics Center, 2001

*Includes many farm and manufacturing inputs, such as feed and flour, but excludes fertilizer and farm
equipment.

14 «A Fresh Seafood Distribution Center: An Assessment of Need,” World Trade Center Alaska, Anchorage, AK,
October 2001, pg. 19.



In many noncontiguous U.S. States and Territories, container ships arrive from the U.S. mainland full but
return with a fraction of full cargo capacity. U.S. insular areas typically do not generate enough cargo
volume to fill an ocean vessel to its capacity; most ocean vessels headed to the U.S. mainland from these
insular areas primarily carry empty containers. To compensate for the lack of revenue in outbound trade
lanes, shipping lines must recover the costs of returning empty containers to the U.S. mainland by
charging high rates for inbound freight service.

In Appendix C of the Hawaii case study, Part II of this report, USDA/AMS staff collected a variety of
freight rates for agricultural products between Hawaii and the U.S. mainland. Comparing inbound and
outbound rates for various commodities, the study shows an inbound rate can be up to three times the
amount of an outbound rate to the U.S. mainland. As a result, suppliers of agricultural inputs must pass
on the extra expense to their customers—the farmer. Figure 1 gives examples of rate disparities for cargo
shipments between U.S. insular areas and the U.S. mainland.

Figure 1: Rate Comparisons of 40-foot containers of dry cargo between selected
U.S. insular areas and the U.S. mainland
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Alaska and Puerto Rico have managed to overcome some of their geographic disadvantages by making
effective use of their transportation and logistical options. Alaska has the option of using the Alaska
Highway which allows cargo to move between Alaska and the lower 48 States by truck. A third of highly
perishable produce shipped to Anchorage from the lower 48 States now moves over the Alaska
Highway'’. Although trucking is generally a more expensive transportation option than ocean shipping,
it offers the Alaskan importer a faster form of transportation for highly perishable and time sensitive
goods. More durable produce, such as apples and onions, still move by ocean container vessels.'®

Shippers in Puerto Rico can negotiate confidential service contracts to avoid high ocean freight rates;
carriers in other noncontiguous States and Territories such as Hawaii and Alaska do not offer this option.
The lack of carrier competition could be a reason Hawaii and Alaskan shipping lines do not permit the
use of service contracts. Confidential service contracts allow shippers to negotiate a long term contract
with carriers. This contract will include discounted freight rates determined by the shipper’s estimated
export volume.

Additionally, Puerto Rico enjoys a healthy level of competition among its servicing ocean liner carriers.
The combination of service contracts and healthy competition allows an inbound rate to Puerto Rico,

'S MacPherson, James, “Produce arrives in Alaska via land, sea, air,” Alaska Journal of Commerce, April 29, 2002.
' MacPherson, James, “Produce arrives in Alaska via land, sea, air,” Alaska Journal of Commerce, April 29, 2002.



negotiated in a confidential service contract, to be on average only 73 percent higher than an outbound
rate between the U.S. mainland and Puerto Rico."” By contrast, a public (non-confidential) rate can be as
much as 265 percent higher (see Figure 1).

U.S. insular areas rely heavily on the U.S. mainland for everyday goods for consumption as well as inputs
for production. According to an interview with one of Puerto Rico’s major shipping lines, Puerto Rico
receives 90 percent of its imports from the U.S. mainland."® Similarly, Hawaii imports 80 percent of its
required goods from the U.S. mainland."

As aresult, U.S. insular areas are exceptionally vulnerable to transportation disruptions on the mainland.
Disruptions such as the West Coast port lockout further isolated some of the U.S. insular areas. Hawaii
and other Pacific Islands receive 98 percent of their imports from the mainland by ocean vessel.
Additionally, for various reasons, (e.g., cash flow, storage costs, limited availability of storage facilities),
retailers in most U.S. insular areas do not keep large levels of inventory. As an example, Alaskan grocery
retailers keep only an eight day supply of goods in inventory; this short supply puts them in a critical
position during transportation disruptions such as the West Coast port lockout.*’

As discussed previously in this report, air transportation is not a viable substitute when ocean
transportation is disrupted. When ocean and/or air transportation is shut down due to a lockout, strike or
other traffic disruption, agricultural shippers in noncontiguous U.S. States and Territories are at great risk
of running short of goods for everyday consumption, as well as vital supplies for local food production
and manufacturing.

Though trucking has become more popular in the past decade, Alaska still relies heavily on ocean and air
transportation to reach its 586,412 square miles of land, particularly its outlying areas. While shippers in
Alaska do have the option of transporting agriculture commodities by truck along the Alaska Highway,
the trucking routes are through Canada. Product moved domestically to or from Alaska through Canada
may be subject to Canadian regulations as well as U.S. import requirements. This can be seen in the
recent shipping restrictions resulting from the outbreak of Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy or “BSE”
in Canada. The restrictions prevent Alaskan dairy farmers from shipping replacement calves from the
lower 48 States through Canada. The industry is hoping to receive an exception to this restriction by
offering to transport cattle in sealed trailers and without any stops or breaks. Not only does the use of
sealed trucks increase stress in animals but the alternative of moving cattle by ocean vessel would add
extra time and costs due to the multimodal component of the voyage. (Cattle must first be trucked to the
port, unloaded and provided rest near the port, and then reloaded onto the vessel for the ocean portion of
the voyage.) Although air transportation is also an option, it can cost 4 to 5 times more than shipping by
truck. One estimate suggests it costs approximately $200 per head to ship cattle via truck verses $800-
$1000 per head via air.”!

While rail transportation is a relatively low-cost option available for bringing inputs such as feed grain
into Alaska from the lower 48 States, rail service is limited for Alaskan intrastate commerce. The U.S.

' Quote obtained during telephone interview with a shipping line representative servicing trade between Puerto
Rico and the U.S. mainland, August 2003.

'® Quote obtained during telephone interview with a shipping line representative servicing trade between Puerto
Rico and the U.S. mainland, August 2003.

' Hawaii Department of Transportation, Ports and Harbors Division.

2% Quote obtained during telephone interview with a shipping line representative servicing trade between Alaska and
the U.S. mainland, August 2003.

*! Information obtained during a teleconference with several government and academic representatives responsible
for monitoring agricultural transportation conditions in Alaska, September 19, 2003.



bulk system used for transporting grain both domestically and internationally has evolved into an
inexpensive method for moving grain based on high volumes and through consolidation as well as the use
of cost-efficient transportation systems, such as rail and barge. However, Alaska’s low volume of
intrastate grain movement and the inability to consolidate with grain from adjacent States prevents the
grain transportation industry in Alaska from developing and taking advantage of grain consolidation
facilities and an enhanced rail transportation infrastructure. As a result, Alaskan farmers and ranchers
must use truck transportation, a more expensive and less efficient mode for shipping bulk grain. One
producer gives an example of the resulting high transportation costs he incurs when importing feed grain
from the lower 48: The cost of moving grain via rail through Canada is about $12/ton. At the border, the
grain must be transferred to truck transportation and moved through the State at about $30/ton. However,
a different rate structure appears to exist for the last 30 miles of transportation to an outlying area,
resulting in an even higher cost, approximately $50/ton.

Noncontiguous States and territories have less access to public information sources on shipping costs
and volume data than do the contiguous 48 States. The distinctive geographical situation of the
noncontiguous U.S. States and Territories demands unique transportation industry data and information
not available through existing resources. Agricultural shippers have little, if any, access to information
from public sources on the actual costs of shipping agricultural products to domestic and foreign markets,
or information discussing potential changes in freight cost and service availability. Ensuring regular
access to information on rates and services could be an extremely useful tool in helping to better isolate
the source of reported transportation obstacles, so attention can be focused on these particular challenges.

Specifically, access to public volume data, readily available to shippers on the mainland is limited for the
U.S. Territories, putting them at a disadvantage when attempting to identify specific local transportation
problems and develop appropriate solutions. The two main Federal resources for volume data for
domestic and international trade are the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the U.S. Department of
Commerce. Data collected for each U.S. State, however, are not necessarily collected for each U.S.
Territory:

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (the Corps) collects information on domestic traffic for Alaska,
Hawaii, Guam, American Samoa, the U.S. Virgin Islands, Northern Mariana Islands, Puerto Rico,
and other U.S. Outlying Islands, such as Wake Island to and from the U.S. mainland. However,
coverage is not always complete for Guam, American Samoa, Northern Mariana Islands or the
Other U.S. Outlying Islands since, as the Corps explains, vessel operators often try to get out of
reporting data by saying they stop at other foreign countries en route to the United States. Asa
result, the Corps uses Census information to ensure the quality of their data. The Corps does not
collect data on cargo traffic to foreign countries and Guam, American Samoa, Northern Mariana
Islands or other U.S. Outlying Islands.*

U.S. Department of Commerce collects data on shipments from the United States to Puerto Rico
and the U.S. Virgin Islands and on shipments from Puerto Rico to the United States. Data are
compiled from information filed, by law, with U.S. Customs officials. Statistics on shipments
from the U.S. Virgin Islands and other U.S. Territories to the United States are also compiled
from import documents filed with Customs officials. Data on shipments from the United States
to other U.S. Territories, as well as shipments between the Territories, are not compiled.”

2U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Waterborne Commerce Statistics Center.
2U.S. Trade with Puerto Rico and U.S. Possessions, U.S. Department of Commerce, Economics and Statistics
Administration, & Census Bureau, 2003.



As a result of such data collection gaps, some individual government agencies and organizations in
noncontiguous U.S. States and Territories have decided to undertake these data collection activities on
their own. For example, the Pacific Basin Developmental Council conducted a number of studies and
collected data on transportation issues affecting the American Pacific Islands in the 1980’s and 1990’s.
The most recent study, completed in 1995, describes the local transportation situation in detail. To justify
additional lift capacity to destination markets, the Hawaii Department of Transportation also agreed to
fund a data collection demonstration project. In 1999, representatives from the aviation sector, both
public and private, cooperated to develop the Air Cargo Data Collection System. A 60-day test was
conducted for 8 of Hawaii’s airports for both inbound and outbound cargo, covering more than 100
destinations and 32 commodity categories. Also, the increased requirements for submitting detailed
shipment information, as a result of recent homeland security efforts, may help in providing the insular
areas with more complete and accurate data and information.

To help agricultural producers, shippers, and local governmental agencies in the U.S. non-contiguous
States and Territories learn about available programs and services from USDA that may help them
address some of these informational disadvantages, this report includes a section titled “U.S. Department
of Agriculture Agencies Serving Alaska, Hawaii, and other Insular Areas.” This section provides specific
contact information for USDA programs offered to non-contiguous U.S. States and Territories.

Recently, American Samoa and Hawaii were awarded grants from the USDA/AMS/Federal-State
Marketing Improvement Program (FSMIP) based on proposals submitted during the 2003 grant cycle.**
These FSMIP projects, described below, are designed to help alleviate some of the data gaps described
above.

* American Samoa - $62,900 to the American Samoa Department of Agriculture, in
cooperation with American Samoa Community College, to develop a comprehensive data
base on fresh fruit and vegetable supply, marketing, and imports, and establish a system for
collecting the data annually.

* Hawaii - $50,000 to the Hawaii Department of Agriculture, in cooperation with the
University of Hawaii at Manoa, to study the economic impact of factors such as geographic
location, transportation rates and regulations, industry structure, and product selection and
differentiation on the competitiveness of selected Hawaii agricultural products destined for
mainland domestic markets.

** Federal-State Marketing Improvement Program (FSMIP), U.S. Department of Agriculture,
http://www.ams.usda.gov/tmd/FSMIP/fsmip03.htm.
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INFRASTRUCTURE, INFORMATION, AND LOCATION BARRIERS
Transportation Infrastructure and Equipment

Hawaii shippers of agricultural products do not have adequate transportation infrastructure and
equipment necessary to be competitive.

Relative to other States in the United States, Hawaii shippers of agricultural products do not have the
transportation and storage infrastructure necessary to ship their products to the U.S. mainland (mainland)
or to foreign destinations in the best condition, in the quickest time, and at the lowest cost. In some
instances refrigerated storage, staging areas, and specialized facilities for holding live product, such as
plants and cattle, simply do not exist or are in suboptimal condition. Due in part to the geographic
location of Hawaii, the absence of adequate infrastructure can be attributed to some basic economic
disadvantages:

* Ports in Hawaii do not compete with each other for business as do ports on the mainland.

*  Fewer choices in transportation modes are available to agricultural shippers in Hawaii than on the
mainland.

*  The State of Hawaii (both the private and public industries) must predominantly support its own
airport and seaport infrastructure.

* A relatively low volume of cargo moves in and out of Hawaii.

» (Cargo traffic consistently receives low prioritization.

Inadequate facilities hamper shipper attempts to maintain product quality.

To maintain quality while shipping perishable agricultural products, producers and shippers must have
refrigerated storage and transportation services available at all times. The entire distribution process must
consistently maintain the recommended temperature of the product through proper refrigeration,
packaging, and handling, also known as the “cold chain.”” However, shippers of perishable products in
Hawaii currently have limited choices when it comes to arranging refrigerated storage for their cargo at
port facilities. They can rent portable refrigerated containers, use a freight forwarder that maintains an
off-site cold storage warehouse, or choose between the very few carriers that maintain refrigerated
warehouses on airport property. A 2002 Master Plan for Hilo International Airport describes the existing
cargo holding space at the airport as “in poor condition” and not configured efficiently.*

Shippers do not have access to shaded or refrigerated staging areas.
Currently, insufficient staging areas are available for staging cargo prior to loading it on the airplanes at

any of the Hawaii airports. Though a few airlines offer refrigerated storage at the airport in Honolulu, no
other refrigerated storage is available. However, even when properly kept in refrigerated storage, the

% Products shipped in unrefrigerated air containers or on air cargo pallets require close coordination at the origin
and destination airports to protect the products when flights are delayed. “Cold storage facilities are needed at
airports to ensure product quality. Refrigerated air containers, insulated blankets, or gel pack refrigerants should be
used when possible.” Further: “Unloaded products need to be protected from direct sun, condensation, ethylene
produced by equipment exhaust and other products, and contamination. Products needing refrigeration or
protection from hot or cold temperatures should be placed in the recommended storage conditions as soon as
possible. Otherwise, the efforts of growers, shippers, and carriers to maintain product quality will have been in
vain.” Welby, E. & McGregor, B., Agricultural Export Transportation Handbook, USDA, 1997.

26 Wilson Okamoto & Associates, Inc., Hilo International Airport Master Plan, July 2002.
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product is apparently not kept in storage until just prior to loading. Instead, both agricultural shippers and
transportation service providers explain that due to tighter security regulations the cargo is staged for
loading on the tarmac near the airplane 1 to 2 hours prior to departure regardless of the weather conditions.
With Hawaii’s hot days and bright sun, perishable product left on the hot tarmac in a metal container or

on an open pallet can be permanently damaged, reducing the value of the product.

During May 2003 interviews conducted in Hawaii by USDA Agricultural Marketing Service (AMS) staff,
carriers and service providers were asked why shaded staging areas were not provided. Carriers
expressed concern with arranging set staging areas or even providing temporary shading cloths or tents
since they often do not have dedicated gates. Adding to the difficulty of providing shaded staging areas is
that air cargo facilities are not located in one specific area at Honolulu International Airport. The cargo
facilities are located on the North and South Ramps.*’

A 2000 report on the facilities at the airports in Hawaii*® states that, “shippers and growers identified sun
and rain conditions as a major concern when shipping perishable products via air.” As a result, the study
provides an entire section on protecting perishable air cargo from weather. The study recommends
“providing a covered structure for weather protection in the immediate vicinity of the departing
aircraft...for staging containers with perishable agricultural products.” Acknowledging the difficulties in
developing permanent covered staging facilities, the study recommends specific temporary staging sites
that are:

» sized to accommodate dollies with perishable cargo.
* close to the aprons and gates.

* limited in number.

* available to any air carrier.

The study also provides details and specific locations for the proposed covered staging areas for both Hilo
and Honolulu airports.

When adequate refrigerated storage is not available, both USDA and the Post-Harvest Research and
Information Center at the University of California affirm that a shade cloth or covered area can provide
10-20 degree difference in fruit temperature verses fruit left exposed to the sun.

Facilities are poorly equipped for receiving/holding transshipped cattle at the port of Honolulu.

USDA'’s guide for shippers of livestock describes the importance of post-transit care of livestock after
transportation, including feeding and watering. ® Cattle shippers in Hawaii, also aware of the needs of
cattle enduring shipping times of 8 hours or more, are limited by the facilities available and the
regulations surrounding the facilities and available labor. The section devoted to the geographical
disadvantages for cattle shippers in Hawaii discusses these obstacles in further detail.

Insufficient length of neighbor island runways results in bumped cargo.

For shippers on Maui and Kauai, the biggest concern in terms of transportation seems to be the runway
length, which is too short for planes with heavy loads. Local shippers and freight forwarders in Hawaii
indicate that planes departing the Kahului airport in Maui are frequently obliged to reduce their cargo
volume by as much as 75 percent when weather conditions and crosswinds are unfavorable.

27 Wilson Okamoto & Associates, Inc., Aries Consultants Ltd., “Air Cargo Marshalling Facilities: Kahului Airport,
Hilo International Airport, Honolulu International Airport, Final Report” May 2000.
¥ Wilson Okamoto & Associates, Inc., Aries Consultants Ltd., “Air Cargo Marshalling Facilities: Kahului Airport,
Hilo International Airport, Honolulu International Airport, Final Report” May 2000.
¥ “post-transit feeding, watering, and coordination,” Cattle and Swine Trucking Guide for Exporters, USDA, 1999.
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Though reports have been submitted describing this issue in greater detail and recommendations have
been made for lengthening the runway (such as the Air Cargo Marshalling Facilities Study®”) there are a
variety of environmental and anti-development concerns currently preventing any progress.

Both the Airports Division and the Harbors Division of the Hawaii Department of Transportation
(HDOT) are self-supporting and not reliant on the State’s General Fund. These divisions use fees and
charge rentals to pay the expenses necessary for running the airports and seaports, as well as Federal grant
programs.’’ Therefore, attracting and keeping customers is crucial to locating the monies needed to fund
infrastructural developments. However, the inability to attract a larger customer base (such as the
mainland shippers outside of Hawaii), due to the geographical disadvantage facing the State, can be a
deterrent to any of the facility improvements mentioned above.

Few financial incentives exist to encourage investment in Hawaii’s cargo facilities.

Competition between ports is a major factor in prioritizing facility improvements. However, Hawaii air
and sea ports do not have the healthy competition that ports on the mainland have. Being a chain of
islands, there are no shipping alternatives aside from air and ocean. Therefore, though air and sea ports in
Hawaii may compete mildly with one another, they never compete with other modes, such as rail or
trucking, as is common on the mainland.

Competition with air and sea ports in other States is also not possible. For example, on the mainland, the
Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, adjacent to each other, are strong competitors for the same
customer base, both importers and exporters. On the East Coast, the Ports of Baltimore in Maryland and
Hampton Roads in Virginia, though more than 100 miles apart, compete for many of the same shippers,
especially those from inland States, such as West Virginia and Pennsylvania. This competition forces the
ports to improve facilities according to shipper needs in an attempt to draw customers away from their
competitor.

Further, being separated from the mainland by 2,500 miles of ocean inhibits the ports of Hawaii from
attracting business and customers from outside Hawaii. Therefore, HDOT must depend on income from
the businesses within the State, unlike mainland States that attract customers from nearby States,
especially shippers from inland States and States without port facilities. Further, being a chain of islands
means Hawaii must develop a variety of air and sea ports instead of putting resources into one air and one
sea facility for the entire State.

Also, since Hawaii is regulated under the Jones Act (U.S. maritime cabotage law’"), the number of
existing steamship lines able to conduct domestic shipping to and from Hawaii is limited. See Appendix
B. However, during listening sessions and interviews it became evident that repealing the Jones Act or
granting an exception would not alone solve the challenges Hawaii’s agricultural shippers face. Shippers
state that even if Hawaii were granted an exception to cabotage regulations, the amount of cargo available
for shipping might not be sufficient to attract more carriers into the Hawaii-mainland trade lanes.

There is conventional wisdom that foreign flag vessels offer lower rates, since foreign labor and ship
building costs are typically lower than in the United States. However, sample rates for shipping from
Hawaii to the mainland and foreign shipping show little evidence of a significant difference in costs.

3% Wilson Okamoto & Associates, Inc., Aries Consultants Ltd., Air Cargo Marshalling Facilities: Kahului Airport,
Hilo International Airport, Honolulu International Airport, Final Report” May 2000.

31 State of Hawaii Department of Transportation-Harbors Division and Airports Division;

http://www.hawaii.gov./dot.
32 The Jones Act (Section 27 of the Merchant Marine Act of 1920) requires that cargo moving between U.S. ports be
carried in ships which are U.S.-owned, U.S.-built and U.S.-crewed.
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Further, the international trade lanes of Hawaii, such as to and from Asia, which are not regulated by
cabotage law, have only two main ocean carriers (MaerskSealL.and and NYK Lines) whereas more than 30
ocean carrier companies are active in the mainland United States-Asia trade lanes. As a result of these
economic disadvantages, the Port of Honolulu is ranked number 29 for all U.S. ports, in terms of traffic.”

The following examples demonstrate the relative geographic disadvantage facing ports in Hawaii:

*  The State of Delaware is similar to Hawaii in terms of gross State product. However, its port, the
Port of Wilmington, is ranked eighteenth of all U.S. ports.** The port can take advantage of cargo to
and from nearby States to support its port infrastructure. The Port of Wilmington is successful also in
part due to competition with nearby ports, such as the Port of Baltimore (ranked number thirteen *°),
causing the port to consistently improve its facilities.

* Rhode Island, a State similar to, but smaller than, Hawaii in terms of population, gross State product
(including gross State product for agriculture and farming®) and water access, has not had to develop
its own cargo transportation facilities. Instead importers and exporters use facilities in nearby States
for ocean shipments.

*  Miami International Airport, small in terms of physical size and limited in terms of expansion due to
geographical boundaries, has become the third largest U.S. airport by developing a niche in handling
perishables for the Nation, handling 65 percent of all fish imports, 42 percent of all fresh produce
imports, and 85 percent of all Latin America flower imports shipped by air.*’

Opportunities such as pulling cargo from other States, depending on ports in other States, or developing a
national niche market are not available to the State of Hawaii.

Shippers are also hindered due to the imbalance of trade between the mainland and Hawaii and the intra-
island Hawaii trade that results in equipment, such as containers, often not being where it is needed most.
For example, air containers are readily available in Honolulu where air traffic from the mainland and
other islands arrives. However, the empty containers are needed by horticultural shippers on the Big
Island of Hawaii, who must wait for the airlines to reposition the empty container. Unfortunately, moving
empty containers offers no income for airlines and is therefore given less priority than mail, passengers,
luggage, or full containers being imported.

Inadequate space at seaports causes conflict between passenger and freight traffic.

Because other modes of transportation devoted to cargo, such as rail and truck, are not an option for
shipping domestically and within the islands of Hawaii, Hawaii shippers of agricultural products are more
dependent on domestic air and water transportation than are shippers in mainland States. However, cargo
most often is not given priority in terms of available space on the airplane or at an ocean dock where
space is limited.

During May 2003 listening sessions, moderated by USDA/AMS staff and University of Hawaii personnel,
the sugar industry reported that they have been required to move vessels from the dock, including vessels
that are undergoing maintenance or being loaded, so that passenger cruise ships can dock. However, this
is apparently a familiar occurrence at many docks around the United States where dock space is limited.

3 DOT/Maritime Administration; http://www.marad.dot.2ov/MARAD _statistics/.

¥ DOT/Maritime Administration; http://www.marad.dot.gov/MARAD _statistics/.

3 DOT/Maritime Administration; http://www.marad.dot.gov/MARAD _statistics/.

3 DOC/Bureau of Economic Analysis; Regional Accounts Data; Gross State Product Data;
http://www.bea.gov/bea/regional/gsp/.

37 Kulisch, Eric; “Rich niche: Miami International is air cargo’s perishable capital,” American Shipper; June 2003.
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Transportation service providers added that there is simply not adequate room to maneuver at any of the
docks in Hawaii.

Air industry considers cargo only as “filler.”

Many perishable products cannot withstand the 5-10 day transit times from Hawaii to the mainland,
requiring the shipper to use air transportation instead. However, there are very few cargo-specific airlines
available to Hawaii shippers and since shipping on passenger-focused airlines offers more frequent
voyages and often more economical rates, Hawaii shippers frequently use passenger flights to move their
cargo. The problem for shippers is these airlines favor passengers over cargo, since cargo accounts for
only 8 percent of their volume. Cargo is therefore considered only as “filler.” As a result, improving
facilities and equipment for cargo is rarely a priority for airlines.

In response to changes in passenger traffic and the economic difficulties facing the entire airline industry,
airlines servicing Hawaii have recently modified the equipment they are using. Though wide-body planes
such as the DC3 and 747 were more prevalent in the U.S.-Hawaii traffic, airlines have moved to the
narrower 767 and 757. As a result, the larger air container typically used by shippers in the past, such as
the LD3 with a 152 cubic feet internal volume, is not suitable for use in the smaller equipment. Instead,
shippers must use the LD2 and LD1 with capacities of 120 cubic feet and 100 cubic feet respectively.

Shippers are now only able to get about three-quarters of the amount of cargo into the containers. In
some instances, airplanes are being replaced by very narrow-body planes with no cargo space at all.
Modifying the shipping method not only affects the way the shipper does business, but also necessitates
changes in business agreements with the buyer of the product, who is used to receiving a certain
configuration and amount of cargo at an agreed upon price.

Due to encouragement from the horticultural industry, Federal Express (FedEx) has begun offering a
service to the mainland direct from Hilo on the Big Island of Hawaii five days a week. Federal Express
offers the use of the AMF air container, with a volume of 516 cubic feet, which is necessary for shipping
tall plants, such as palms. However, to keep this service active, Federal Express must receive enough
support and cargo from the shippers on the Big Island of Hawaii.

Other concerns voiced during the listening sessions were:

* Cargo is often “bumped” in favor of passengers and luggage when flights are overbooked and weight
limits are exceeded.

*  Further, airlines are required to prioritize U.S. mail over cargo, if they do not, they will be fined. This
is especially a problem during the holiday season when there is a higher demand for shipping
agricultural products and the quantity of mail increases substantially.

*  Freight forwarders and airline representatives reported that some airlines are beginning to contract out

the work related to air cargo instead of keeping it “in-house,” causing shippers to be concerned about
the service and dependability of contracted employees.

Recommendations/Potential Action Steps:

» Establish public-private partnerships. According to the Hawaii Statewide Transportation Plan
(HSTP), one of the HDOT’s missions is “to provide for the safe, economic, efficient and convenient



movement of people and goods.”® The establishment of public-private partnerships (for example,
between the industry and HDOT) could help the State understand the specific needs of the
agricultural shipping industry and find win-win solutions while fulfilling its mission.

* Implement recommended improvements from facility studies. In light of recent reports such as
the one submitted to the State of Hawaii Department of Transportation, by Wilson Okamoto &
Associates, Inc., Aries Consultants Ltd., titled “Air Cargo Marshalling Facilities: Kahului Airport,
Hilo International Airport, Honolulu International Airport,” and the “Hilo International Airport
Master Plan,” serious consideration should be made to implement the various changes in existing
facilities and the addition of new facilities to accommodate cargo shippers. Since Hawaii needs
transportation facilities disproportionate to its ability to economically support such facilities, outside
support, perhaps from Federal or other governmental sources, may need to be considered.

* Support existing efforts to improve transportation facilities. In an attempt to create a cargo hub in
the Pacific, the State has developed plans to construct a hold cargo building at Hilo International
Airport.”” Matson and Horizon steamship lines are improving their facilities and should be supported
by the State government and the industry in these efforts.

= Matson is adding new ships to replace older ships in the existing fleet.

= Horizon is adding new cranes to their docks at Honolulu.

»  Horizon also hopes to introduce controlled atmosphere (not just temperature regulated)
containers to the Hawaii trade lanes for better handling of perishable products.

* Provide training on properly selecting service providers. Training on how to properly select the
transportation service provider, including freight forwarder and airline, to receive the best service for
their product and trade route, should be provided. Service providers experienced with the product and
destination can suggest infrastructure alternatives for better handling and lowering costs.*’

» Facilitate communication between shippers and service providers. More education and facilitated
communication between shippers and service providers is needed to better promote a understanding
of each others’ needs and obstacles, such as staging cargo prior to loading on the airplane and
locating specialized equipment. Says a representative of the Air Forwarders Association: “The
communication between the shipper/forwarder and the carrier is vital to eliminate surprises.”

Information and Data Needs

The Hawaii agricultural shipping industry needs the information and data necessary for making
successful transportation decisions.

Hawaii’s distinctive geographical situation demands unique transportation market news information not
available through existing Federal and local reports. Currently available to producers are national and
local pricing market news for agricultural products at terminal markets, as well as technical information

¥ “Setting the Course: Hawaii State Transportation Plan,” State of Hawaii Department of Transportation,
September 2002, http://www.state.hi.us/dot/stp/hstp.htm.

3% “Hilo International Airport Hold Cargo Facilities (State Project No. AH 1061-13), FACD Round Two Executive
Summary.”

* Information about selecting service providers is available to Hawaii shippers in the “Air Cargo Source Guide”
available from the University of Hawaii.




on marketing and properly transporting Hawaii products.*’ However, agricultural shippers in Hawaii still
have little, if any, access to information from public sources on the actual costs of shipping agricultural
products to domestic and foreign markets, or information discussing potential changes in freight cost and
availability.

Facts are needed to dispel industry myths.

During the listening sessions, shippers voiced frustrations over the assumption that Hawaii shippers of
agricultural products always pay more to ship their cargo to the mainland than competitors in foreign
countries, such as Costa Rica and New Zealand. Shippers argue transportation subsidies and the use of
foreign-flag vessels make Hawaii shipping uncompetitive, citing specific examples. However, anecdotal
rate evidence provided during the listening sessions showed otherwise. For example, when public rate
information was provided, the shippers were surprised to learn that shipments from countries such as
Costa Rica can cost twice as much per ocean container of pineapples to the mainland than shipments from
Hawaii (Appendix B). This is an area of constant confusion and frustration for Hawaii agricultural
shippers. For this reason, facts about transportation rates, both for ocean and air shipments, are needed.
Producers nationwide struggle with international competitiveness in terms of transportation costs.
Nonetheless, ensuring regular access to information on rates could be an extremely useful tool in helping
to dispel popular myths and to focus attention and resources on authentic transportation challenges
affecting Hawaii’s agricultural industry.

The right information provides opportunities for making profitable decisions.

In particular, shippers, policy makers, and transportation service providers need information from three
basic categories to make successful, cost-effective decisions.

*  Capacity and equipment availability: By providing real-time information about current
transportation capacity and equipment availability, agricultural shippers can take advantage of
reduced rates available during slow seasons and special backhaul rates without depending on a
service provider contacting them directly about the opportunity. Understanding changes in capacity
can help shippers change shipping seasons (when possible) to access lower rates and will reduce the
chances of having their cargo “bumped” from a flight.

* Rates: Experienced shippers will use rate information to determine if they are paying fair, market
rates for the shipping services. New shippers considering entering the exporting business
(domestically or internationally) can use the information to help determine if they are financially
ready for the new venture.

*  Volume: Reports on what cargo is currently being shipped and what is expected to be shipped can
help the shipper determine availability of capacity and existing demand for transportation services.
Transportation service providers can use industry volume data for determining how to properly adjust
their available capacity to expected changes in cargo volumes.

Recommendations/Potential Action Steps:
* Create a cooperative relationship between Hawaii’s Department of Agriculture (HDOA) and

USDA’s Agricultural Marketing Service. As the USDA authority on transporting agricultural
products to market, the Transportation Services Branch (TSB) of AMS informs, represents, and

4 Examples include: Hawaii Agricultural Market News Reports, http://www.hawaiiag.org/mews/index.htm,
Hawaiian Islands Air Cargo Resource Book 1999-2000, College of Tropical Agriculture and Human Resources,
University of Hawaii, and the Tropical Products Transport Handbook, July 1999, U.S. Department of Agriculture.
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assists agricultural shippers.* TSB can work with HDOA on locating key shipping information and
disseminating it to the industry, through market reporting and economic analysis. A majority of the
information needed to complete a semi-annual report is available publicly. Further, the Federal-State
Marketing Improvement Program (FSMIP) of AMS offers funds to encourage research and
innovation aimed at improving the efficiency of the marketing system.*

* Locate funding to implement Air Cargo Data Collection System. In an effort to provide a basis to
support additional lift capacity to destination markets, HDOT agreed to fund a data collection
demonstration. In 1999, representatives from the air industry, both public and private, cooperated to
develop the Air Cargo Data Collection System. A 60-day test was conducted for 8 of Hawaii’s
airports for both inbound and outbound cargo, covering over 100 destinations and 32 commodity
categories. Information provided from such a data collection could provide a critical service in
helping the industry demonstrate their capacity needs and should be supported. This collaborative
effort is also an example of a successful private-public partnership that may be modeled in future
projects. Details about this study are available in the Air Cargo Marshalling Facilities Final Report.**

* Study comparative transportation rates. An in-depth, impartial study is needed to determine how
shipping costs to and from Hawaii compete internationally. Anecdotal evidence suggests that in
some instances rates are competitive and in others relatively expensive. The results of such a study
are essential for helping the industry determine what transportation challenges are real and, as a result,
should be made a priority.

Neighbor Island Issues

Neighbor island location accentuates the transportation disadvantages experienced by Hawaii’s
agricultural producers and shippers.

Producers and shippers of agricultural products on neighbor islands in Hawaii face considerably greater
challenges than their counterparts on Oahu in delivering merchandise in a timely, cost-effective manner to
customers on the mainland. To move cargo by ocean transport from Hawaii to the mainland, agricultural
shippers on neighbor islands must first send their cargo to Oahu by barge (either in containers or pallets),
adding substantially to the transit time, and sometimes, the cost required to move product from origin to
destination. In the case of airborne cargo shipments, the availability of direct air cargo service to the
mainland is far less extensive on the neighbor islands than it is on Oahu and is frequently restricted to
premium door-to-door transportation service rather than less expensive service on passenger airlines.
Obtaining access to needed transportation equipment for both ocean and air-based shipments is also said
to be a constant challenge for neighbor islands, unlike Oahu, because of the limited volume of cargo
traffic destined for neighbor island locations and the low priority often given to repositioning empty
containers from Oahu to needed areas.

As a result of these transportation challenges, says one shipping line representative, “people are steadily
dropping out of farming on the neighbor islands,” while some segments of Hawaii’s farm economy,
notably the melon and leafy vegetable sectors, have begun to migrate to former sugar lands in Oahu.*
Not only does a location on Oahu give production and agricultural shippers much greater geographic
proximity to the Honolulu market, which currently represents approximately 72 percent of Hawaii’s

2 Transportation Services Branch website, http:/www.ams.usda.gov/tmd/tsb.

* Federal-State Marketing Improvement Program website, http://www.ams.usda.gov/tmd/fsmip.htm.

* Wilson Okamoto & Associates, Inc., Aries Consultants Ltd., “Air Cargo Marshalling Facilities: Kahului Airport,
Hilo International Airport, Honolulu International Airport, Final Report” May 2000.

* Information obtained during personal interview with USDA/AMS personnel in Honolulu, HI, May 2003.
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residents, it provides a much more advantageous platform from which to ship perishable products to
mainland markets, for the following reasons.*®

Refrigerated containers are in short supply on many neighbor islands.

While agricultural shippers in Hawaii report overall satisfaction with the number of refrigerated air and
sea containers available to industry users on a statewide basis, they also report abundant frustration with
access to containers on many neighbor islands. Agricultural shippers from the Big Island of Hawaii,
Kauai, and Maui who participated in USDA/UH listening sessions noted frequent shortfalls in the number
of available containers for outbound cargo movements compared to local demand for freight services,
often resulting in inordinate shipment delays and additional transportation expenses for the shipper (to the
extent that such delays require the shipper to pay overtime wages). As described in greater depth in the
“Transportation Infrastructure and Equipment” section, the problems with equipment availability on
neighbor islands primarily result from the fact that so little cargo, especially air cargo, typically gets
shipped from Honolulu to neighbor islands. Indeed, one local air freight carrier interviewed estimates
that flights headed to the Big Island of Hawaii generally carry only about 20 percent of their cargo
capacity. Consequently, to satisfy the transportation needs of agricultural shippers on neighbor islands,
air and ocean carriers must bear the cost of repositioning empty containers to neighbor island locations, a
function that often gets low priority compared to more profitable, revenue-generating activity.

Transshipment requirements for ocean-borne cargo add to the logistical burden experienced by
neighbor island shippers.

Unlike their counterparts on Oahu, agricultural shippers on neighbor islands that use ocean transport to
move products cannot send their cargo directly to mainland markets, but must use an inter-island barge
service to send their cargo to the port of Honolulu, so that it can be transloaded onto an ocean vessel and
transported to mainland ports. Direct ocean service from neighbor islands to the U.S. mainland for most
containerized agricultural products probably is not feasible because existing harbor facilities on neighbor
islands are not large enough to accommodate a large container ship and it is highly unlikely that there
would be enough cargo tonnage available from neighbor island ports to fill the vessel. At present, even
current inter-island barges usually operate well below capacity; local transportation service providers
indicate that a typical barge shipment volume from neighbor islands to Honolulu consists of about 150
containers, compared to a total cargo capacity of about 1,000-1,200 containers.*’

The extra layer of distribution required for cargo deliveries to the mainland puts agricultural
producers/shippers from neighbor islands at an immediate economic disadvantage against Oahu-based
producers/shippers. Not only are producers/shippers from neighbor islands hindered by the fact that total
transit times from neighbor islands to the mainland are typically double the length of transit times from
Oahu, making it more challenging to respond quickly to customer requirements, but they are sometimes
obliged to bear the additional cost of inter-island barge services, adding significantly to their overall
transportation expenses.

While transportation rates for transshipped cargo in the “backhaul” Honolulu-U.S. West Coast trade lane
are generally consistent from most Hawaii ports, including many neighbor island ports, agricultural
shippers located on less-populated islands such as Molokai and Lanai can be subject to expensive
arbitrary charges when shipping goods to mainland markets. * Consequently, in the most extreme cases,

% Population figures based on 2000 U.S. Census population statistics, cited at the following web sites:
www.co.honolulu.hi.us/csd/publiccom/fags.htm and www.areaconnect.population.htm.

" Overall freight traffic involving food and farm product cargo (both receipts and shipments) in neighbor island
harbors totaled approximately 998 short tons in 2000. These statistics are published in The State of Hawaii Data
Book 2001, available at http://www.state.hi.us/dbedt/db01.

*For example, articles moving by ocean barge from the port of Kaunakakai, Molokai or any origin on Lanai for
transshipment to the mainland using Matson are subject to arbitrary charges of $500 per 20 or 24-foot containers and
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the cost of shipping produce by refrigerated container between some of the smaller neighbor island ports
and Oahu can cost nearly as much as shipping the container from Oahu to California.*’

More generally, the need to transship ocean-borne freight from neighbor islands through the port of
Honolulu can also double the amount of time required to move products from origin to destination.
Barges that carry transshipment cargo often make multiple harbor stops, which can extend inter-island
transit times significantly. On the Big Island of Hawaii, for example, cattle shippers that ship cargo from
Kawaihae Harbor using Matson’s inter-island barge service for containerized cargo can typically expect
to wait 32 hours before their cargo arrives at the port of Honolulu, because of the time required to unload
and load additional cargo at Hilo Harbor.” In contrast, direct service by barge between Kawaihae Harbor
and the port of Honolulu is estimated to take only 16 hours. Moreover, once the cargo arrives at the port
of Honoluluy, it frequently takes as much as 3 additional days to complete the entire transshipment process,
involving the unloading, repositioning, and reloading of cargo. Therefore, an agricultural shipper that
transports cargo to mainland markets by ocean container from a neighbor island port can usually expect 8
to 10 days to elapse before his or her cargo arrives at the port of Oakland or Long Beach, compared to a
typical wait of 4 or 5 days between cargo departure and arrival for an Oahu-based shipper.

Aside from the burden of greatly prolonged transit times for cargo, the transportation disadvantage
experienced by agricultural shippers on neighbor islands is exacerbated by the fact that they are more
vulnerable to interruption and delays in transportation service than Oahu-based shippers. In the words of
a Maui-based produce grower and shipper, “anytime you have to use a transfer station, you increase the
probability of things going wrong.””' Since agricultural shippers on neighbor islands must use indirect
methods to ship their cargo to destination markets, they are more vulnerable to any problems that may
arise at various stages of the supply chain. These problems can include unexpected delays in barge
service, which lead shippers to miss their connections with long-distance sailing vessels, and limited port
capacity at some neighbor island harbors, such as Hilo Harbor, where traffic from passenger ships often
makes it difficult for barges to find space at berths. (The impact of growing passenger traffic on efficient
cargo movements is discussed in greater detail in the “Transportation Infrastructure and Equipment”
section.)

Air cargo service from neighbor islands to the mainland is limited and vulnerable to cutbacks.

Agricultural shippers on neighbor islands are also hampered by the fact that direct air cargo service from
neighbor islands to the mainland tends to be much less frequent—and more expensive—than direct air
cargo service from Oahu, making it more difficult for them to deliver highly perishable farm products to
mainland customers in a timely and cost-effective manner. For example, agricultural shippers on the Big
Island of Hawaii, where most of Hawaii’s farms are located, are currently limited to using one of two
premium-priced express delivery services, FedEx or United Parcel Service (UPS), to ship products
directly to the mainland by air.> Until March 2003, when FedEx introduced 5 day a week service to the
mainland on a trial basis, available lift from the Big Island of Hawaii consisted of only two weekly
dedicated cargo flights, a UPS flight from Kona to Ontario, CA, and a weekly FedEx flight from Hilo to
Los Angeles. In contrast, at the Honolulu International Airport, 29 air carriers (12 domestic and 17

$725 per 40-foot container, in addition to any other applicable charges. Available from Matson Navigation
Company’s web site at www.matson.com.

* Based on available preferential transportation rate as low as $770 for 40-foot refrigerated container shipments of
fresh or frozen pineapple between Oahu and Oakland, CA. Rate quotes based on public tariff filings with the
Surface Transportation Board as of early June 2003.

>0 Estimated transit times obtained from Hawaii Cattle Producers Cooperative Association.

3! Mentioned during listening session conducted in May 2003 in Honolulu, HI, by USDA/AMS and University of
Hawaii personnel.

>2 Alternatively, they may transship their cargo through Oahu by barge or inter-island air carrier, extending the
transit time involved in delivering their products to their final destination. Passenger airlines eliminated their direct
air service from the Big Island of Hawaii to the U.S. mainland in the 1980’s.
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foreign airline companies) compete for business in transpacific routes, and offer more than 300 non-stop
flights to destinations on the mainland each week, providing Oahu-based agricultural shippers with access
to an extensive range of air carrier and flight options.”

Moreover, without a substantial near-term improvement in air cargo usage by the agricultural industry,
recent improvements in service availability on the Big Island of Hawaii are at risk of being eliminated
within the next few months. In response to demand by local agricultural shippers for more freight lift out
of the Big Island of Hawaii, FedEx introduced a new direct flight service in March 2003 between Hilo
and Los Angeles 5 days per week on a temporary trial basis, using MD11 aircraft. To accommodate the
unusual dimensional requirements of the local nursery product industry, FedEx uses one of the largest air
containers available on this route, the AMJ, which is 96 inches high and has 3 straight sides. Despite this
explicit attempt to satisfy the transportation needs of local horticultural shippers, these cargo flights were
still said to be operating at a small fraction of their capacity as of early May 2003, carrying about 5
containers a week, compared to a total capacity of about 20 containers per day.* Unless FedEx receives
a greater volume of agricultural cargo from local shippers, and can justify the additional lift on economic
grounds, the airline could cut its current level of service in Hilo within a few months.

Recommendations/Potential Action Steps:

+  Adjust inter-island barge sailing schedules where possible to minimize transit times for
cargo between neighbor islands and Oahu. In cases where inter-island barges customarily
make more than one harbor stop on an island, determine whether it might be economically
feasible to offer express barge service between individual harbors on neighbor islands and the
port of Honolulu during peak demand periods for agricultural cargo movements.

- Investigate possibilities for sharing ocean and air containers across company lines when
available supplies of equipment on neighbor islands are limited.

- Identify opportunities for taking better advantage of existing freight lift capacity on the Big
Island of Hawaii. To the extent that local agricultural commodity organizations can more
effectively identify the air cargo transportation requirements of their members and better
coordinate the timing of cargo deliveries with transportation service providers, this would likely
improve the chances of preserving current access to lift.

33 “Non-Stop Flights to Depart Honolulu International Airport, By Destination, July 2001,” The State of Hawaii
Data Book 2001, produced by the Hawaii Department of Business, Economic Development and Tourism, and
available from www.state.hi.us/dbedt/db01/18/184201.pdf.

** Information obtained from local FedEx representative in Hilo, HI, May 2003. Few agricultural items are said to
be moving by air from Hilo to the mainland via FedEx aside from cut flowers and miscellaneous gift boxes.
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MOVEMENT OF INPUTS AND COMMODITIES

Inputs

Geographic distance and limited transportation options inflate input costs for Hawaii farmers and
ranchers.

As a chain of islands, Hawaii has a geographic barrier which significantly inhibits how it receives and
stores inputs for production. Costs of shipping products from the mainland are significantly higher than
shipping products fo the mainland due mainly to a low demand for space on eastbound ships. Since
Hawaii imports 80 percent of its required products and inputs mostly from the mainland,” these costs
have a significant effect on production. Given that storage space is limited and in high demand, the
resulting high costs are prohibitive for many small-scale producers. Due to higher transportation and
storage costs as well as limited alternative shipping methods, many Hawaii producers find that costs of
inputs for production increase their expenses, resulting in a competitive disadvantage.

Shipping costs of inputs are high for Hawaii producers.

The significant trade imbalance between Hawaii and the mainland creates large discrepancies between
shipping rates for inbound and outbound cargo. Ships arrive in Honolulu full with prepared foods, every
day necessities, and inputs for production (Appendix B). Matson Navigational Company, Hawaii’s main
ocean carrier for transportation to and from the mainland, reports ships returning to the mainland only 25-
30 percent full with Hawaii products. Return shipments to the mainland, or “backhaul,” are considerably
cheaper due to the fact that carriers want more cargo but there is little volume available.® As a result,
mainland to Hawaii ocean transportation rates can be as much as 2.5 times more expensive than backhaul
rates.

Other factors that are reported to increase input costs for Hawaii farmers and shippers include:

»  Fuel prices. Hawaii fuel prices are 18 percent higher than in California where the highest fuel
costs on the mainland are found.”” These higher prices result in high costs of production for the
farmer since farmers need fuel to run equipment and move inputs to their facilities.

*  Replacement equipment. Shipping special replacement equipment, such as tractors, steel,
construction materials, and irrigation equipment, is a challenge for transportation providers in
Hawaii because of cargo weight limitations between islands. Additionally, transporting an item
such as a tractor part can take as much as 2 weeks according to one neighbor island producer.
Inflated handling costs and the need for quick delivery add costs to the farmer’s bottom line.

»  Import inspections. The hours USDA/Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS)
inspectors are available for conducting inspections are not always synchronized with shipment
arrivals. As a result, imports of plant stocks from Asia are often held up at the port waiting for an
inspector, sometimes for several days. This results in longer transit times allowing for potential
damage to the plants along with additional costs for storage at the port of entry until inspectors
are available.

> Hawaii Department of Transportation, Ports and Harbors Division.

%% Backhaul or Back load: Load which enables a vehicle to return loaded to the place or country from where its
previous load came. Dictionary of Shipping Terms, Second Edition, P. Brodie.

°7 Daily Fuel Gauge Report, www.fuelgaugereport.com.
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In some cases, higher shipping costs can affect the quality of Hawaii products. During a listening session
some nursery stock producers expressed concerns about high shipping costs for inputs, such as plant
nutrients and chemicals. For many small producers, these cost-prohibitive rates have resulted in the use
of fewer inputs and therefore lower quality local agricultural production.

Cost effective and timely transportation options for inputs are not available for Hawaii producers.

Limited and expensive storage facilities make it difficult for producers to store necessary supplies and
resources for production. As an alternative to storage, mainland shippers often provide “just-in-time”
delivery or JIT. JIT allows producers to receive inputs as needed, requiring little storage. However, in
the case of Hawaii, shippers are dependent on the availability of reliable transportation to facilitate JIT
delivery. Producers are limited by the relatively infrequent voyages of the carriers and are forced to
arrange their business around the carriers’ schedules. Many times producers have to make arrangements
as much as 6 months in advance to have the shipment arrive when needed. The extra time and resources
used by producers to make these arrangements are costly.

Increased storage costs also prevent shippers from purchasing inputs in bulk quantities at volume
discounts. Farmers and ranchers on the mainland use this option frequently to effectively leverage their
costs. This option is not used or considered by most producers in Hawaii due to the high storage costs.

Livestock feed is a good example of an input that would ideally be shipped in bulk or using JIT. On the
mainland, ranchers have more space to store the quantity of feed they need, but may also take advantage
of JIT deliveries to avoid the extra cost of storage. Mainland farmers have alternative transportation
options, such as truck and rail, to which Hawaii ranchers do not have access. These alternatives make JIT
deliveries a more reliable option for mainland ranchers. Additionally, livestock feed is less expensive for
the rancher on the mainland than in Hawaii, due significantly to transportation costs. A cattleman in
Hawaii pays as much as 36 percent more for feed than a mainland cattleman.”® See Appendix C for
comparative feed transportation costs.

Consolidating inputs to Hawaii offers unique challenges.

Consolidation of cargo allows shippers to leverage their costs when small shipments of a particular input
are needed. Consolidation allows shippers to share space in a given container (typically an ocean
container) with similar products. To consolidate a shipment of goods, these would need to be compatible
for shipping. For example, chemicals for plants and animal feed would not be a compatible shipment.
See section titled “Diversified Crops.”

Many Hawaii agricultural inputs, such as veterinary supplies and plant nutrients, are needed in small
quantities. Since Matson does not offer reduced rates for less-than-container loads, shippers pay the price
of a full container load. Consolidation would allow shippers to have the volume needed for a full
container load. However, consolidation requires compatibility of products. In addition, Hawaii inputs
originate in diverse locations on the mainland and at different times of the year, making consolidation
difficult.

In an effort to promote consolidation, a study on the feasibility of having a consolidation center located
on the mainland specifically for cargo moving to Hawaii has been proposed. This center would facilitate
the collection of Hawaii cargo, therefore allowing shippers to find compatible products going to similar
destination islands. The proposal has yet to be acted upon.

Hawaii relies on mainland port stability to receive inputs for production.

58 Feed Grains Data Delivery System, Economic Research Service, USDA, www.ers.usda.gov.
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Though industries throughout the entire Nation felt the impact of the West Coast port shut downs in
October of 2002 and the temporary closure of airports and seaports after the terrorist attacks on 9/11/01,
Hawaii producers felt a more significant impact since air and ocean transportation are Hawaii’s sole
venues for receiving inputs. During these events Hawaii was left vulnerable with no way of receiving
goods from the mainland.

The West Coast port disruption posed a significant problem for Hawaii as virtually all ocean cargo
traveling to and from the mainland transits through the West Coast ports. Some products are imported
from other countries; however, Hawaii relies heavily on domestic companies for their needs. People in
Hawaii were unable to receive vital necessities as well as inputs they needed for production such as feed
and veterinary supplies for livestock, fuel, and nursery stock.

When mainland ocean ports are closed, shipping by air is not a reasonable alternative for Hawaii as the
extra expense of air shipping is not economically feasible for most Hawaii producers. Additionally,
existing air capacity is less than sufficient to transfer all ocean cargo to air equipment; air capacity could
simply not hold the displaced cargo.

Recommendations/Potential Action Steps:

*  Perform study on the Hawaii agricultural community’s vulnerability to transportation
disruptions. Recent port closures and increased terrorist threats have amplified the need for
alternatives and assistance when long-term air and sea port shut downs are expected. This is a
critical area of vulnerability that merits more detailed attention and examination.

* Examine feasibility of mainland consolidation centers. Inexpensive mainland storage facilities
would permit local consolidation for shipments to Hawaii. A mainland facility would allow
shipments from all over the mainland to arrive in one location for consolidation for movement to
Hawaii.

* Explore cooperative shipping alternatives. Cooperative shipping offers shippers increased
volume to leverage negotiating power with transportation providers. Cooperative opportunities
are available if producers are willing and are assured their business will not be adversely affected.
Further technical training could be done with industry groups to emphasize the importance and
benefits of cooperative shipping of inputs.

Diversified Crops

The changing face of Hawaii’s agriculture is not fully reflected in access to transportation services.

During the past 20 years, there has been a dramatic transformation in the composition of Hawaii’s
agricultural sector, as historically dominant crops have been supplanted in large part by a diverse array of
horticultural products. Between 1980 and 2001, Hawaii’s production of diversified agriculture nearly
doubled from $182 to $357 million in farmgate value, and currently accounts for nearly 70 percent of the
State’s total value of farm production. As a result, more than 50 percent of the value of Hawaii’s
diversified agriculture is currently represented by three rapidly growing product categories: flowers and
nursery products, vegetables and melons, and seed crops. Nevertheless, the growing significance of new
agricultural products in Hawaii’s economy has not always translated into increased leverage over
transportation rates for growers and shippers of these commodities. Producers and shippers of historically
important agricultural commodities in Hawaii, such as pineapple and papaya, still appear more likely to
benefit from preferential freight rates than producers and shippers of agricultural crops that have less of
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an historic presence in the islands. This may reflect the fact that the diversified agricultural sector in
Hawaii is dominated by very small-scale agricultural operations, making it difficult for individual
growers and shippers in this sector to exert leverage over transportation rates outside of cooperative
shipping arrangements. According to the latest USDA Census of Agriculture in 1997, more than 63
percent of Hawaii’s farms ranged between 1 and 9 acres in size, compared to 8 percent of farms in this
category throughout the United States as a whole.

Adding to the transportation difficulties faced by producers and shippers of more newly introduced
agricultural commodities in Hawaii is the fact that many air and maritime carriers have stopped offering
consolidation services for shippers with less-than-container load volumes in recent years. This
development has made it more difficult for smaller agricultural producers and shippers in Hawaii to
develop direct business relationships with transportation service providers or to take advantage of
available rate incentives on full-container load volumes. Consequently, many producers and shippers in
Hawaii’s growing diversified agricultural sector are at risk of being saddled with more expensive
transportation freight rates than other agricultural producers in Hawaii if they do not have strong industry
representation, or they do not make effective use of freight forwarding services. The following
paragraphs explore the apparent relationship between organizational affiliation and transportation
bargaining power, and examine some of the options available to producers of more recently introduced
agricultural crops, and/or smaller producers, to improve their negotiating leverage.

Organizational affiliation exerts significant influence on transportation rates.

Several of the transportation service providers and agricultural shippers interviewed reported that
representatives of commodity associations in Hawaii often work directly with maritime and dedicated air
cargo carriers to negotiate preferential freight rates for specific agricultural commodities. Most of these
transportation service providers in Hawaii indicate that they welcome the opportunity to negotiate freight
rates with agricultural commodity groups because they perceive that such agreements are ultimately
beneficial to their business operations. In return for offering a lower transportation rate to targeted groups
of agricultural shippers, they are able to boost the volume of agricultural cargo that they handle, enjoy
more consistent demand for agricultural cargo services throughout the year, and more effectively
coordinate their distribution logistics.

The enhanced leverage provided by affiliation with commodity organizations in negotiating favorable
freight rates is borne out by comparing some of the preferential freight rates on specific agricultural
commodities to the standard public tariff rate offered to individual shippers of similar commodities by the
same carrier. While Hawaii’s shippers pay as little as $770 to transport a 40-foot refrigerated container of
pineapple by ocean between Oahu and California ports, based on negotiated agreements between the
pineapple industry and U.S. carriers, shippers of limes, oranges, and watermelons using the same
rnaritirslge carriers can expect to pay approximately $2,268 for the same service, nearly three times the
price.

Although freight rates for specific commodities are typically negotiated between shipping lines and
industry groups based on anticipated freight usage, individual shippers are not generally required to meet
a minimum container volume to benefit from these commodity rates. Additionally, depending on the
terms of agreement between the shipping line and industry representatives, shippers may not be required
to be members of a particular industry organization to take advantage of a shipping line’s preferential rate.
For example, Matson’s preferential rate on pineapple and papaya shipments is open to any agricultural
shipper that transports at least a container load of pineapple. Consequently, it would behoove agricultural
shippers to fully inform themselves about available freight rates for their commodities, whether or not
they are officially affiliated with existing commodity groups. In the case of the regulated maritime
shipping industry, any preferential ocean freight rates that individual carriers negotiate with commodity

> Rate quotes based on public tariff filings with the Surface Transportation Board effective as of early June 2003.
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groups for the Hawaii-West Coast trade lane (or any other domestic trade lane) are required by law to be
published and filed with the U.S. Department of Transportation’s Surface Transportation Board , and
made available by the carriers for public inspection.

For shippers with less than a full container load of merchandise to transport, such industry agreements
provide little, if any, financial relief. The ability to consolidate merchandise into container-load volumes
has become increasingly important in recent years, as most maritime carriers and passenger airlines in
Hawaii have stopped accepting less-than-container load volumes of cargo, obliging many agricultural
shippers to use freight forwarders for load consolidation, or use a relatively more expensive door-to-door
delivery service such as FedEx or UPS to transport their products rather than passenger airlines. This
change in practice is said to have had a significant impact on transportation costs. According to a number
of small food manufacturers in Hawaii interviewed in May 2003, their transportation costs to the
mainland have increased from 20 to 40 percent of their final landed product cost in recent years because
they currently need to use an intermediary to handle all of their ocean-based shipments.

Anecdotal evidence suggests that substantial work has yet to be done in establishing industry-wide
transportation agreements—or potential transportation agreements that cut across industry boundaries—
that provide opportunities for small agricultural producers/shippers in Hawaii to share container space,
consolidate their shipment volumes, and take advantage of full-container transportation rates. One freight
forwarder interviewed, who is currently evaluating the feasibility of developing an industry-wide
consolidation program with members of the Hawaii Export Nursery Product Association, estimates that
the implementation of such a program could potentially slash by half the current transportation costs paid
by individual nursery product shippers to reach interior markets in the mainland.

Passenger airlines are less open to rate negotiation than other transportation sectors.

The flexibility and sense of mutual goodwill that seems to characterize most business relationships
between the agricultural shipping community and transportation service providers in Hawaii is notably
absent in the passenger airline sector. Air cargo rates for passenger airlines in Hawaii are more typically
negotiated directly between airline companies and individual agricultural firms (typically large-scale
agricultural shippers) or indirect shippers (such as freight forwarders). The terms of each contract differ
based on the agricultural commodity in question; some contracts are only in effect on a brief seasonal
basis, while other contracts, such as those involving pineapple movements, may be in effect for as long as
6 months before they are renegotiated.

The apparent reluctance of passenger airlines to engage in direct rate negotiations with agricultural
commodity groups may well reflect their lack of interest in soliciting air cargo business in general.
Although air cargo is said to be a major profit center for airlines, accounting for approximately 8 percent
of volume, and 40 percent of profit, on average, representatives of passenger airlines generally concede
that air cargo business is regarded as “filler” rather than an important contributor to company revenue;
their strategic business decisions are driven almost exclusively by passenger load and traffic volume
considerations.

Security measures implemented since 9/11/01 at airport facilities have further interfered with the ability
of smaller agricultural shippers to cultivate direct business relationships with passenger airlines. Under
current Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) regulations, passenger airlines operating in the United
States can no longer accept “walk-up” customers, and are restricted to transporting cargo from shippers
that have previously been certified as “known shippers.” (Non-passenger carriers, such as Federal
Express or UPS, are exempt from these regulations.) A “known shipper” is defined as a shipper who has
shipped product 24 times since September 1, 1999, using the same transportation service provider (either
directly or through an intermediary cargo handler, such as a freight forwarder). Agricultural shippers who
do not meet this strict requirement are not permitted to ship their goods on a passenger airline until they
arrange for a personal inspection of their place of business by a representative of that airline, or by a
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designated intermediary, such as a freight forwarder, that would be responsible for handling the cargo
prior to boarding. If a shipper wishes to use more than one passenger airline for cargo services, he/she
must arrange individual inspections at his/her place of business with representatives of each airline (or
relevant intermediary); the “known shipper” designation is not transferable across company lines.

In addition to requiring on-site inspection of shipper operations before accepting new air cargo customers,
passenger airlines in Hawaii have also responded to the imposition of more stringent security measures by
eliminating some of their previous services. Unlike a few years ago, shippers can no longer approach
passenger airlines directly with less-than-container load volumes and arrange to pay breakdown and
consolidation surcharges. Consequently, to gain access to air cargo services, agricultural shippers in
Hawaii that are interested in shipping less-than-container load volumes are now required to use the
services of a dedicated freight carrier, or to work with a freight forwarder to move their product on a
passenger airline.

Freight forwarders play an important role in addressing freight rate imbalances.

While agricultural shippers often view freight forwarding services as more of a financial burden than a
marketing asset, a good freight forwarding company can provide critical technical advice and information
to the agricultural shipper, especially the smaller or less experienced shipper, which can result in
substantial transportation savings. Agricultural shippers that insist upon “going it alone” or accept the
first price quote from a forwarding company without “shopping around” may find themselves saddled
with unnecessary and excessive charges. During interviews with several air freight forwarders in
Honolulu, HI, in May 2003, for example, USDA/AMS personnel learned that, in one recent case, a
shipper of nursery products from Hawaii to the mainland ended up paying twice what he should have paid
for air freight because he received poor instructions on how to minimize his dimensional weight through
proper packing of merchandise and proper container selection. If he had used another freight forwarder,
he could have saved $5,000 in transportation costs on just five airbills alone.

Given their heavy usage of air cargo services during the year with a variety of passenger and cargo
carriers, freight forwarders also have additional opportunities to negotiate ‘“below-market” cargo fares for
their clients on relatively empty flights and during slack traffic periods. Several freight forwarders
indicated during interviews that some carriers will sell space on afternoon flights to the West Coast for
less than the equivalent amount of space on other flights, because most shippers do not want to deliver
their products in the middle of the day.

At present, a considerably smaller percentage of agricultural shippers in Hawaii are believed to use freight
forwarders than in the United States in general. While a recent national survey conducted by
USDA/AMS, USDA/Foreign Agricultural Service, and Cornell University indicates that approximately
88 percent of agricultural shippers nationwide use freight forwarders to some extent, anecdotal evidence
gathered from freight forwarders and agricultural shippers in Hawaii in May 2003 suggest that the
percentage of agricultural shippers in Hawaii who use freight forwarding services may currently be closer
to 70 percent. To the extent that there are doubts as to the value of service that freight forwarders
provide, and a lack of knowledge about the potential benefits of freight forwarder usage, this may impede
the ability of Hawaii’s agricultural shippers to take full advantage of their available transportation options.
Freight forwarders have the ability to search for the best rates on a consistent basis, which growers and
agricultural shippers do not always have the time, ability, and inclination to do.

Recommendations/Potential Action Steps:

* Encourage agricultural shippers in Hawaii to affiliate with existing industry organizations, or
create new organizations where needed. Greater organizational affiliation should help smaller
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producers, as well as those in emerging agricultural sectors, acquire the institutional capacity to
negotiate directly with transportation service providers for preferential rates.

* Foster the continued development of direct negotiations between individual maritime/air
carriers and commodity associations. Such “win-win” agreements can provide more favorable
freight rates for industry members, while enabling transportation service providers to enjoy more
consistent cargo volumes.

* Evaluate options for establishing consolidation facilities for agricultural growers and shippers.
Members of commodity groups (and/or other agricultural shippers) might be able to reduce their
dependence on intermediaries to the extent that they have access to a collection facility where they
could share equipment, consolidate loads, and take advantage of preferential freight rates for full-
container shipments.

* Encourage agricultural shippers in Hawaii to work with receivers at destination to enhance
negotiation leverage. In some cases, it might be possible for individual agricultural shippers to
work with consignees in destination markets to negotiate a more favorable service contract for
transportation (in cases where the consignee may receive products from several locations using the
same transportation service provider and may qualify for a volume discount).

* Consider developing relevant technical materials targeted specifically at the Hawaii
agribusiness community. These might include such materials as a directory of local consolidators
and their services, designed to help Hawaii’s agricultural shippers better understand their
transportation options, and enhance their ability to make more informed transportation decisions, or a
central web location that reports current freight rates offered by local transportation service providers.
One potential source of matching funds for such technical assistance projects is USDA’s Federal-
State Marketing Improvement Program, administered by AMS, that allocates funds to State agencies
for research and technical assistance initiatives aimed at improving the efficiency of the agricultural
marketing system.

* Take better advantage of available training materials from State, regional and Federal
government sources that provide guidance on agricultural transport, distribution, and
packaging alternatives for small and medium-sized agricultural shippers. For example,
USDA/AMS’s Transportation Services Program offers a variety of technical training materials and
resources for free on its web site, located at www.ams.usda.gov/tmd/tsb.

Cattle

Transportation issues pose a unique challenge to Hawaii’s cattle industry.

Transportation can truly be considered the lifeblood of Hawaii’s cattle industry. Unlike other sectors of
the agricultural economy in Hawaii, the cattle industry is obligated to transport nearly all of its output to
mainland and other North American markets as part of its standard production cycle. Following the
closure of most of Hawaii’s remaining feedlots on Maui and the Big Island of Hawaii in the early 1990’s,
cattle producers began shipping nearly all of their calves to the mainland or Canada for further grazing,
finishing, and slaughter.®” The steep cost of imported feed—currently three times the price of comparable
feed on the mainland—has made the operation of most local feedlots prohibitively expensive.*’

5 A small number of culled animals, uneconomical to export, are used to manufacture specialty meat products, such
as jerky and sausage, for the local market. Further information on local processing initiatives are available from
“Facing Forward: Hawaiian cattle co-op find new life by responding to marketing crisis”, Rural Cooperatives
magazine, March 1998, available at www.rurdev.usda.gov/rbs/pub/mar98/facefwd.html.

6! Approximately 7 pounds of feed are required to produce one pound of beef.
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Consequently, Hawaii’s cattle producers must use long-distance transportation to ship virtually all of their
production that requires further grazing and finishing to mainland or other North American markets. The
following paragraphs describe some of the specific infrastructural and service challenges that face
Hawaii’s cattle producers, and identify some of the positive measures and recommendations that have
been taken or proposed by cattle industry members, shipping lines, and air carriers to develop more
efficient, reasonably-priced, and well-managed transportation services for livestock.

Producers have limited transportation options.

At present, cattle producers in Hawaii that wish to ship their live animals to mainland markets by ocean
freight have only two options at their disposal: they may use Matson Navigation Company to move live
animals by container to the U.S. West Coast, via Honolulu, or they may use a dedicated livestock cargo
ship to a non-U.S. port such as Vancouver, Canada, and arrange for transshipment to the United States
once the animals arrive at destination. (There are no U.S. flag vessels dedicated to livestock cargo
currently in operation, and the only other U.S. flag carrier operating in the Hawaii-U.S. West Coast trade
lane—Horizon Lines—does not currently handle live cattle movements by container.”® Representatives
of Horizon Lines indicated that the company had no intention to compete for live cattle cargo business in
the near future at current freight rate levels.*)

Shipping cattle by ocean container presents special challenges.

From the start, the use of ocean containers to ship live cargo directly to the mainland market puts
Hawaii’s cattle producers at a financial disadvantage against other users of containerized ocean freight
services in Hawaii. In contrast to most shippers of containerized agricultural cargo, the cattle industry is
obliged to purchase its own specialized ocean containers for the transport of live animals, which contain
windows and provide access to fresh air, water, and feed. Each of these aluminum containers typically
costs about $50,000; attempts to use less expensive steel containers have largely fallen by the wayside
because they corrode so quickly in Hawaii’s salt air conditions.** To ensure that the animals have proper
access to water and feed in-transit, and that an acceptable level of cleanliness is maintained, members of
the cattle industry are also obliged to hire a stocktender, who accompanies the cargo on inter-island and
interstate voyages and oversees the feeding and watering of the animals aboard ship. Therefore, not only
are Hawaii’s cattle producers more dependent on long-distance transportation for market access than most
agricultural producers in the State, but they have far greater transportation expenses to bear than most
shippers of containerized farm products.

Drawbacks associated with using containers for the shipment of live cattle extend beyond the additional
expenses associated with specialized handling requirements. Cattle that are shipped by ocean container
are widely reported by cattle industry members to be more vulnerable to motion sickness than cattle
shipped on dedicated livestock ships (where space is more plentiful and air circulation is superior) or
cattle shipped by air (where transit times from Oahu to the U.S. West Coast take only 5-6 hours,
compared to 4-5 days by ocean transport). Consequently, the dependence on containerized shipping
methods to transport live cattle to mainland markets makes it more difficult for Hawaii’s cattle shippers to
maintain their animals in optimal health throughout the transportation process.

Another disadvantage associated with the use of ocean containers for shipping live cattle is the fact that
most of these ocean containers (as well as air containers) need to be transshipped through the port of
Honolulu, unlike dedicated livestock ships, which are able to sail directly to destination ports. Since the
vast majority of Hawaii’s cattle production takes place on neighbor islands, primarily the Big Island of

52 Domestic cabotage laws current prevent a foreign maritime carrier from picking up cargo in Hawaii and
delivering cargo to a mainland U.S. port.

8 Information obtained during personal interview with Horizon Lines representatives, Honolulu, HI, 5/02/03.

% Change in container materials cited in “Cattle Call”, Hawaii Ocean Industry and Shipping News, February 1999.
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Hawaii and Maui, the process of shipping live cattle to destination markets by container typically
involves shipping the container by barge from a neighbor island to Matson’s facility at the port of
Honolulu on Sand Island, transferring the animals to and from a temporary holding station, and reloading
the container onto a Matson ocean vessel for shipment to a West Coast port. The need for transshipment
adds significantly to the expense—and the risk of product damage or loss—faced by Hawaii’s cattle
shippers, ranging from difficulties associated with accommodating live animals at the port of Honolulu, to
problems associated with enforcing proper handling practices for live cargo by dockworkers.

Unlike cattle that are being shipped on a dedicated livestock ship, cattle that have been shipped in ocean
containers via barge from neighbor islands usually require a 1- or 2-day rest period before being shipped
to destination ports. As there is no adequate place on or near the Sand Island facility to hold the livestock
overnight, cattle shippers are required to pay drayage fees to have their animals hauled back and forth
from a temporary holding station in Halawa, about 5 miles away from Sand Island, adding further to their
overall transportation costs. Beyond the added expense of drayage, cattle shippers are faced with the
difficulty of caring properly for their animals in a temporary holding station that was originally designed
to handle veterinary quarantine of household pets, not commercial shipment of live animals. Both
transportation service providers and cattle shippers observe that the Halawa holding station is inadequate
to handle the volume of animals that moves through the facility, leading to problems such as excessive
heat exposure (because of insufficient access to shade) and sewage overflow.

Adding to the potential for in-transit product damage and loss is the fact that cattle containers are not
always handled by port personnel in a manner that promotes animal health and welfare, an issue that
cattle producers fear may increasingly attract the attention of animal rights activists. Despite good faith
efforts between Matson Navigation Company and various cattle shippers to encourage special handling
procedures for live cattle, industry representatives observe that such preferred handling methods are not
always followed uniformly in each work area, making it difficult to keep animals in good condition
during their temporary stopover in Oahu. Listed below are some of the specific problems that cattle
shippers have experienced with container handling practices at the port of Honolulu:

»  While a “last on, first off” policy is supposed to be followed when loading and unloading cattle
containers, industry members report that “it doesn 't always work that way, ” adding to the stress
experienced by the cattle, and occasionally resulting in animal deaths from asphyxiation.

- The movement of containers can be impeded at times by the reluctance of longshoremen to handle
“unpleasant” cargo.

« Longshoremen are not always concerned about placing cattle containers near access to plumbing,
which makes it difficult to keep the animals adequately hydrated when the container sits on the dock.

- Instead of lifting cattle containers on straddlers, which leave 2 to 3 feet between each container,
containers are now routinely placed on wheeled truck chassis and parked flush against each other,
leaving less air circulation around the container and often making it difficult to get water to the
animals. While agreements between cattle shippers and shipping lines call for the insertion of flat
racks between cattle containers to ensure proper air circulation, this procedure is not always followed.

- The placement of cattle containers in a ship’s hold is often said to be dictated by convenience or
efficiency, rather than by more appropriate factors, such as expected air circulation or weather
conditions. Placing a container on one side of a ship or another, based on expected wind direction,
can dramatically affect an animal’s ability to comfortably withstand a long-distance ocean voyage.

The logistical challenges of transferring and handling live cattle at the port of Honolulu are said to have a

significant impact on the overall transportation costs faced by industry members. Several representatives
of the cattle industry interviewed indicated that the ability to eliminate transshipments through the port of
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Honolulu in favor of direct shipments to mainland markets could subtract as much 1-1.5 cents from every
25 cents of transport costs per animal pound for containerized cattle shipments. Moreover, these cost
figures do not include the additional expenses involved in hauling the animals back and forth to the
Halawa quarantine facility and boarding/caring for the animals overnight. Also, it should be noted that
the estimated financial burden of transshipments does not reflect any potential decline in animal market
value at destination resulting from poor handling practices and increased stress.

Use of air transport by cattle shippers remains sporadic because of service availability and expense.

While air transportation is technically available as a transportation alternative for cattle shippers, weight
restrictions, cost, and limited service availability from neighbor islands tend to restrict its widespread use
by industry members. At present, the only air carrier that routinely sends live cattle to mainland markets
is a dedicated air freight carrier, Pacific Air Cargo, which only services the Honolulu-Los Angeles route.
Cattle that are being moved by air to mainland markets by Pacific Air Cargo are typically sent by barge to
Honolulu and transported to the Halawa holding facility, where they are held between 1 and 3 days before
the scheduled flight date.”® While the use of air transport for the last leg of the journey tends to keep
cattle in healthier condition than other modes of transport, and dramatically reduces overall transit time (a
Honolulu-Los Angeles flight takes 5-6 hours, compared to 5 days for a typical ocean shipment between
Honolulu and Long Beach), the cost of using a barge/air combination to move live cattle to mainland
markets is predictably more expensive than relying on ocean transport for the entire distribution process.
Consequently, air transport tends to be used judiciously by the cattle industry and is primarily used to ship
animals during period of low inventory/peak pricing, or to ship particularly valuable animals (such as
breeding bulls).

Recent attempts to introduce more direct air cargo service from neighbor islands to the mainland do not
appear to have provided new economically feasible transportation options for the cattle industry. In
March 2003, Federal Express introduced a new direct flight service between Hilo and Los Angeles 5 days
per week and has expressed interest in carrying live cattle cargo. However, Federal Express is currently
limited to handling 30-35,000 pounds per shipment, below the minimum volume required to fill
containers at destination and enable industry members to obtain favorable truck transportation rates
(estimated by local cattle industry representatives to be about 50,000 pounds).

Recommendations/Potential Action Steps:

- Evaluate feasibility of providing direct service for cattle shipments between neighbor island and
mainland ports. Direct service would alleviate the need to transship cattle containers through Oahu,
and thereby reduce transport costs and transit times. Access to direct service would be especially
important during seasonal demand peaks (fall and winter).

«  Consider adjusting barge schedules to reduce existing transit times and transportation costs
between neighbor island and mainland markets. At present, barge and vessel sailing schedules
often require that producers on the Big Island of Hawaii truck their cattle 75 miles to Hilo for
shipment, rather than to Kawaihae harbor, which is less than 10 miles from major cattle producing
regions.

- Investigate what barriers, if any, exist to developing an appropriate shaded holding area for
livestock at the port of Honolulu. To the extent that transshipment of cattle containers through
Oahu remains an important distribution channel for Hawaii’s cattle industry, improvements in and

65 «“Guidelines for Interstate Shipment of Cattle,” Animal Welfare Committee and Transportation Committee,
Hawaii Cattlemen’s Council, available from www.hicattle.org/shipping.htm.
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greater proximity to cattle holding facilities for cattle could be expected to reduce overall
transportation costs and maintain animals in better condition.

« Arrange for greater oversight/enforcement of handling measures for cattle containers at the
port of Honolulu. This might include creating a mechanism that would allow cattle industry
representatives to have greater input in the positioning of cattle containers on sailing vessels.

+  Promote continued expansion of cooperative shipping to reduce financial burden on individual
cattle shippers. One highly successful model of cooperative shipping involves the Hawaii Cattle
Producers Cooperative Association (HCPCA), an organization that currently helps its 44 members
reduce their transportation costs to the mainland through cooperative shipping, for volumes ranging
from 11,000-15,000 head per year.

»  Consider options for defraying the cost of specialized containers/transportation equipment
required by the cattle industry.

Bees

Bee shippers are disadvantaged by changes in the air transportation industry.

The entire U.S. live bee industry was impacted when the U.S. Postal Service contracted with Federal
Express for priority mail services. FedEx will not carry queens or package bees, so using express mail
service became Hawaii bee shippers’ only U.S. Postal Service option—and at twice the price.®® In
response, a variety of efforts are underway nationwide to encourage FedEx to handle bees and similar
cargo, such as live baby chicks. Unlike mainland bee producers, Hawaii shippers transporting bees to
other States do not have the option of using truck transportation.

Recently, Air Canada mandated that air cargo would not be permitted on the daily passenger flight from
Honolulu to Vancouver. This flight is imperative to the bee industry for delivering to markets in Canada
on weekdays. Shortly after this announcement, Air Canada made an exception for bees, but with a 28-
percent rate hike. If shippers from the mainland were faced with a similar change in service, trucking to
another airport or access to other flights to Canada would be an option. Hawaii shippers are dependent on
only one airport with limited flights to Canada.

Fast, reliable service is becoming less available.

The bee industry in Hawaii reports that nearly 15 percent of all deliveries arrive late. Further, as of April
2002, 2-day deliveries for shipments beginning on Fridays are no longer guaranteed from Hawaii.
Though UPS offers a more reliable service, it does not accept liability for poorly handled cargo. One
shipper reported an actual case where UPS mishandled their shipment, killing more than 600 queen bees
at a loss of $5,500 and the shipping fees.

Recommendations/Potential Action Steps:

* Assist industry in joining existing national efforts. Hawaii bee shippers and key local
governmental representatives should join existing efforts in the bee and similar industries
encouraging FedEx to take animals. For example, Bird Shippers of America has been successful in
getting the attention of members of Congress and managers in U.S. Postal Service, though the issue

66°$14.05 for priority mail and $34.75 for express service; quote from bee shipper attending Hilo listening session.
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has not yet been resolved. *’ In the past, Bird Shippers of America has offered to work with shippers
of other live animals who have similar problems with the U.S. Postal Service and FedEx.

7 http://www.birdshippers.org/.
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III.  Means of Encouraging and Assisting Geographically Disadvantaged
Farmers and Ranchers to Own and Operate Farms and Ranches and to
Participate in a Full Range of Programs Offered by the Department of
Agriculture

The Department of Agriculture operates numerous programs to encourage and assist producers to
become effective farmers and ranchers. The Natural Resource Conservation Service and the
Farm Service Agency each operate conservation programs to aide producers in maintaining the
productivity of their land. The Rural Business-Cooperative Service provides financial and
technical assistance for value-added market development and rural business and cooperative
development. However, these programs are of little benefit to producers without access to the
capital necessary to own and operate farming and ranching operations or access to information
about the variety of programs available. Therefore, this section of the report will highlight two
Departmental programs assisting producers in the non-contiguous U.S. States and Territories.

A. Farm loan programs, and
B. Outreach and assistance programs.

In fiscal year 2003, the Farm Service Agency provided financial assistance in the form of direct
and guaranteed loans to nearly 31,000 farmers and ranchers. However, only about 100 of those
loans were made outside the 48 contiguous U.S. States. In some instances, the lack of loan
activity may be due to the non-availability of commercial lenders to make and service guaranteed
loans to farmers and ranchers in the non-contiguous U.S. States and Territories. For example, in
2003, no guaranteed farm loans were made in Alaska, the Virgin Islands, or the Western Pacific
Territories. However, outreach activities are underway with financial institutions in many of
these areas to coordinate the development of guaranteed loan programs. In other cases, it may be
due to a lack of knowledge that the programs are available to producers in these areas. Again,
outreach through colleges and universities and farm organizations help to educate producers
about the availability of USDA loan and other programs.

Part A of this section provides background information on the farm loan programs, the types of
loans available, and targeted assistance to beginning farmers and ranchers and socially
disadvantaged farmers and ranchers. In Part B, some of the outreach activities sponsored during
FY 2003 by the Department in the non-contiguous U.S. States and Territories are highlighted.

A. Farm Service Agency — Farm Loan Programs

Direct Loans

Direct loans are made and serviced by FSA, which also provides borrowers with supervision and
credit counseling. Farm Ownership, Operating and Emergency loans are the main types of loans
available under the Direct program. FSA also finances youth projects under the Direct program
and sets aside a percentage of funds for loans to minority applicants and beginning farmers.
Farm Ownership Loans

With a Direct Farm Ownership Loan, you can purchase farmland, construct or repair buildings

and other fixtures, and promote soil and water conservation. The maximum amount for Direct
Farm Ownership Loans is $200,000. Loan applicants may choose to participate in a joint



financing plan. In this program, FSA lends up to 50 percent of the amount financed, and another
lender provides the balance. FSA may charge an interest rate of not less than 4 percent.

Operating Loans

Operating Loans may be used to purchase items needed for a successful farm operation, such as
livestock, farm equipment, feed, seed, fuel, farm chemicals, insurance, and other operating
expenses. Also, Operating Loans can be used to pay for minor improvements to buildings, costs
associated with land and water development, family subsistence, and to refinance debts under
certain conditions.

Loan funds cannot be used to finance nonfarm enterprises, which include raising earthworms,
exotic birds, tropical fish, dogs, or horses for non-farm purposes (racing, pleasure or show). The
limit on Direct Farm Operating Loans is $200,000.

Beginning Farmer and Rancher Loans

FSA targets a portion of Direct loan funds to beginning farmers and ranchers who are unable to
obtain financing from commercial credit sources. In addition to meeting all Farm Ownership
Loan eligibility requirements, a beginning farmer or rancher must be an individual or business
entity who:

» has participated in the business operations of a farm or ranch for at least 3 years, but not
more than 10 years.
» does not own a farm greater than 30 percent of the average size farm in the county.

If the applicant is a business entity (e.g., a corporation, partnership, etc.), all members must be
related by blood or marriage, and all stockholders in a corporation must be eligible beginning
farmers or ranchers.

Operating Loans

In addition to meeting all operating loan eligibility requirements, a beginning farmer or rancher
must be an individual or business entity who has operated a farm or ranch for 10 years or less. If
the applicant is a business entity, all members must be related by blood or marriage, and all
stockholders in a corporation must be eligible beginning farmers.

Downpayment Farm Ownership Loans for Beginning Farmers

FSA has a special Downpayment Farm Ownership Loan Program to help beginning farmers and
ranchers purchase a farm or ranch. This program also provides a way for retiring farmers to
transfer their land to a future generation of farmers and ranchers.

Here is how the program works:

«  An applicant must make a cash downpayment of at least 10 percent of the farm or ranch's
purchase price.

*  FSA may finance up to 40 percent of the purchase price or appraised value, whichever is
less. The loan term is 15 years at a fixed interest rate of 4 percent.



+ The remaining balance may be obtained from a commercial lender or a private party.
FSA can provide up to a 95 percent guarantee if financing is obtained from an eligible
commercial lender.

»  The purchase price or appraised value, whichever is lower, may not exceed $250,000.

Sale of Inventory Farmland to Beginning Farmers or Ranchers

FSA advertises acquired farm property within 15 days of acquisition. Eligible beginning farmers
and ranchers are given first priority to purchase these properties at the appraised market value for
the first 75 days after acquisition. If more than one eligible beginning farmer or rancher offers to
purchase the property, the buyer is selected randomly.

Loans to Socially Disadvantaged Farmers/Ranchers

FSA reserves Direct loan funds each year to help socially disadvantaged applicants buy and
operate family-size farms and ranches.

A socially disadvantaged (SDA) applicant is one of a group whose members have been subjected
to racial, ethnic, or gender prejudice because of their identity as members of the group without
regard to their individual qualities. These groups include women, African Americans, American
Indians, Alaskan Natives, Hispanics, Asians, and Pacific Islanders.

FSA Loan Program Eligibility
A direct loan applicant must:

» have sufficient education, training, or experience in managing and operating a farm or
ranch that demonstrates the managerial ability needed to succeed in farming.

« be acitizen of the United States (or legal resident alien), which includes Puerto Rico, the
Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and certain former Pacific Trust Territories.

* have the legal capacity to incur the obligations of the loan.

* be unable to obtain credit elsewhere.

» have an acceptable credit history.

»  be the operator or tenant operator of a family farm after the loan is closed. For a Farm
Ownership Loan, the producer must also own the farm. For an Operating or Emergency
Loan, the producer need only be the operator.

* not have had a previous loan which resulted in a loss to the Agency (with certain
exceptions).

* not be delinquent on any Federal debt.

Corporations, cooperatives, joint operations, and partnerships and their members/stockholders
must meet these same eligibility requirements, and the entity must also be authorized to operate a
farm or ranch in the State where the land is located.
If a loan applicant qualifies, what next?
The following actions are usually taken as part of the application process:

1. Loan applicant contacts the FSA office and receives an application package.

2. Loan applicant completes the loan application, with FSA assistance if needed.
3. FSA and the loan applicant meet to review and discuss the application.



4. FSA determines if the applicant is eligible and reviews the application for repayment
ability, security, and compliance with other regulations.

5. FSA approves and obligates the loan.

6. Loan is closed, and the loan applicant receives the funds.

Other Criteria
What are the loan terms and interest rates?

Repayment terms and interest rates vary according to the type of loan made, the collateral
securing the loan, and the applicant's ability to repay. Operating Loans are normally repaid
within 7 years, and Farm Ownership Loan terms cannot exceed 40 years. The interest rates for
Direct Loans are adjusted periodically based on the Federal Government's cost of borrowing.

A lower interest rate is available for producers with limited resources. Loans to limited resource
producers are reviewed periodically to adjust the interest rate based on repayment ability.

Loans must be adequately secured. Collateral for Operating Loans consists of a first lien on crops
to be produced and on livestock and equipment purchased or refinanced with loan funds. A lien
may be taken on certain other chattel and real estate property, and an assignment usually will be
taken on income such as that from a dairy enterprise. Collateral for Farm Ownership Loans
consists of real estate only or a combination of real estate and chattels. FSA requires security of
150 percent of the loan amount, if available. At a minimum, the security must equal the loan
amount.

Guaranteed Loans

FSA guaranteed loans provide agricultural lenders (banks, Farm Credit System institutions, credit
unions) with a guarantee of up to 95 percent of the principal loan amount. Farmers interested in a
Guaranteed Loan should contact a local agricultural lender, which can then apply to FSA for the
guarantee.

FSA will guarantee loans for both Farm Ownership and Operating purposes. Like the Direct
Loan Program, a percentage of Guaranteed Loan funds is targeted to beginning farmers and
ranchers and minority applicants.

Loan Purposes

Farm Ownership Loans

Guaranteed Farm Ownership (FO) Loans may be made to purchase farmland, construct or repair
buildings and other fixtures, develop farmland to promote soil and water conservation, or to
refinance debt.

Operating Loans

Guaranteed Operating Loans (OL) may be used to purchase items needed for a successful farm
operation. These items include livestock, farm equipment, feed, seed, fuel, farm chemicals,
repairs, insurance, and other operating expenses. Also, Operating Loans can be used to pay for
minor improvements to buildings, costs associated with land and water development, family
living expenses, and to refinance debts under certain conditions.



Maximum Loan Size

FSA can guarantee OLs or FO loans up to $782,000 (amount adjusted annually based on
inflation).

Borrower Eligibility

To qualify for an FSA Guarantee, a loan applicant must:

* be acitizen of the United States (or legal resident alien), which includes Puerto Rico, the
U.S. Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and certain former Pacific Trust Territories.

* have the legal capacity to incur the obligations of the loan.

« be unable to obtain credit without a guarantee.

* have an acceptable credit history as determined by the lender.

* not have caused FSA a loss by receiving debt forgiveness on more than 3 occasions.

« be the owner or tenant operator of a family farm after the loan is closed. For an OL, the
producer must be the operator of a family farm after the loan is closed. For an FO Loan,
the producer needs to also own the farm.

« not be delinquent on any Federal debt.

Entities (corporations, cooperatives, joint operations, partnerships, trusts, and limited liability
companies) and their members/stockholders must meet these same eligibility requirements. The
entity must also be authorized to operate a farm or ranch in the State where the land is located.

If the Producer Qualifies, What Next?

The following actions are usually taken as part of the application process:

1. The producer and lender complete the guaranteed application and submit it to FSA (FSA
will assist if needed.)
2. FSA reviews the application for eligibility, repayment ability, security, and compliance

with other regulations.

3. FSA approves and obligates the loan.

4, The lender receives a conditional commitment indicating funds have been set aside, and
the loan may be closed.

5. The lender closes the loan and advances funds to the producer.

6. FSA issues the guarantee.

Loan Terms and Interest Rates

Repayment terms vary according to the type of loan made, the collateral securing the loan, and
the producer's ability to repay. OLs are normally repaid within 7 years and FO loans cannot
exceed 40 years.

The Guaranteed loan interest rate and payment terms are negotiated between the lender and the
borrower. Interest rates on these loans may not exceed the rate charged the lender's average farm
customer. In addition, under the Interest Assistance Program, FSA will subsidize 4 percent of the
interest rate on loans to qualifying borrowers.



Security

Each loan must be adequately secured. Collateral for OLs consists of a first lien on crops to be
produced and on livestock and equipment purchased or refinanced with loan funds. A lien may
be taken on certain other chattel and real estate property, and an assignment usually will be taken
on income such as that from a dairy enterprise. Collateral for FO loans consists of real estate
only or a combination of real estate and chattels. FSA staff determines whether the collateral
proposed by the lender is adequate.

Where to Go for More Information

Further information and applications for FSA loan programs are available at the Agency's local
county offices. These are usually listed in telephone directories in the section set aside for
governmental/public organizations under the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Farm Service
Agency.

B. Outreach

Several agencies of the USDA sponsor outreach activities to inform farmers and ranchers, local
business leaders, universities, and farmer interest groups of the programs offered by the
Department of Agriculture. In most cases, information on accessing the outreach programs can
be obtained from the State and local contacts listed in Part III of this report or through the USDA
Office of Civil Rights, Office of Outreach at 202-720-6350. Background information on selected
Outreach programs offered by USDA is included in Appendix A.

Examples of recent outreach activity:

Outreach efforts are ongoing in Hawaii and the Pacific Rim during FY 2003. A joint meeting
with FSA, NRCS and Rural Development in raising awareness of USDA program availability to
farmers and community members in Rota, Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands
(CNMI), in April 2003. FSA also had several meetings with the government of the Marshall
Islands and the U.S. Embassy regarding FSA loan program implementation in the Marshall
Islands. They are in the beginning process of working through the mechanics of farm loan
program delivery. Other efforts include meeting with the Development Bank of American Samoa
in drafting a Memorandum of Agreement to implement FSA loan programs in American Samoa.
On August 16-17, 2003, FSA sponsored a Financial Resources Symposium in Guam for
approximately 150 attendees. Focus of the symposium was to provide information on business
opportunities and financing available for agricultural and non-agricultural businesses in the
Pacific Basin Region. In April, in Maui County, Hawaii, four separate meetings were held with
bank officials, farmers, students, and representatives from Small Business Development Centers
to discuss loan guarantees, FSA programs, and opportunities for future cooperation and
partnerships. On July 25, the FSA farm loan program made a presentation to 50 members of the
Hamakua Farm Bureau regarding the availability of FSA assistance to minority and non-minority
farmers.



Appendix A: Selected Outreach Programs Offered by USDA

Farm Service Agency
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%fﬁrzﬁ%" o Electronic Edition

December 2002
Loans for Beginning Farmers and Ranchers

Overview

The Farm Service Agency (FSA) provides direct and guaranteed loans to beginning farmers and ranchers
who are unable to obtain financing from commercial credit sources. Each fiscal year, the Agency targets a
portion of its direct and guaranteed farm ownership (FO) and operating loan (OL) funds to beginning
farmers and ranchers.

A beginning farmer or rancher is an individual or entity who (1) has not operated a farm or ranch for more
than 10 years; (2) meets the loan eligibility requirements of the program to which he/she is applying; (3)
substantially participates in the operation; and, (4) for FO loan purposes, does not own a farm greater
than 30 percent of the average size farm in the county. (Note: all applicants for direct FO loans must have
participated in business operation of a farm for at least 3 years.) If the applicant is an entity, all members
must be related by blood or marriage, and all stockholders in a corporation must be eligible beginning
farmers.

Maximum Loan Amounts
Maximum amounts of indebtedness are:

- Direct FO or OL: $200,000;

« Guaranteed FO or OL: $762,000 (Amount varies annually based on inflation.).
Down Payment Farm Ownership Loan Program

FSA has a special down payment FO loan program to assist beginning farmers and ranchers to purchase
a farm or ranch. This program also provides a means for retiring farmers and ranchers to transfer their
land to a future generation.

To qualify:



Appendix A (continued): Selected Outreach Programs Offered by USDA

* An applicant must make a cash down payment of at least 10 percent of the purchase price.

+ FSA may provide a maximum amount equal to 40 percent of the purchase price or appraised
value, whichever is less. The term of the loan is 15 years at a fixed interest rate of 4 percent.

« The remaining balance may be obtained from a commercial lender or private party. FSA can
provide up to a 95 percent guarantee if financing is obtained from a commercial lender.
Participating lenders do not have to pay a guarantee fee.

- The purchase price or appraised value, whichever is lower, may not exceed $250,000.
Sale of Inventory Farmland

FSA advertises acquired farm property within 15 days of acquisition. Eligible beginning farmers and
ranchers are given first priority to purchase these properties at the appraised market value for the first 135
days after acquisition. If more than one eligible beginning farmer or rancher offers to purchase the
property, the buyer is chosen randomly.

Joint Financing Plan

Beginning farmer or rancher applicants may choose to participate in a joint financing plan that is also
available to other applicants. In this program, FSA lends up to 50 percent of the amount financed, and
another lender provides 50 percent or more. FSA will charge a reduced interest rate on the loan.

Where to Apply

Applications for direct loan assistance may be submitted to the FSA local office serving the area where
the operation is located. Local FSA offices are listed in the telephone directory under U.S. Government,
Department of Agriculture, Farm Service Agency. For guaranteed loans, applicants must apply to a
commercial lender who participates in the Guaranteed Loan Program. Local FSA offices have lists of
participating lenders.

For More Information

Further information about this and other FSA programs is available from local USDA Service Centers or
on the FSA website at: http://www.fsa.usda.gov/.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, gender, religion, age,
disability, political beliefs, sexual orientation, and marital or family status. (Not all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require alternative
means for communication of program information (braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA’s TARGET Center at 202-720-2600 (voice and TDD).

To file a complaint of discrimination, write USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, Room 326-W, Whitten Building, 1400 Independence Avenue, SW, Washington, D.C.,
20250-9410, or call (202) 720-5964 (voice or TDD).

USDA is an equal opportunity provider and employer.



Appendix A (continued): Selected Outreach Programs Offered by USDA

Farm Service Agency
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August 2002
Loans for Socially Disadvantaged Persons

Overview

The Farm Service Agency (FSA) can make and guarantee loans to socially disadvantaged applicants to
buy and operate family-size farms and ranches. Funds specifically for these loans are reserved each
year. Non-reserved funds can also be utilized.

A socially disadvantaged farmer or rancher is one of a group whose members have been subjected to
racial, ethnic, or gender prejudice because of their identity as members of the group without regard to
their individual qualities. For purposes of this program, socially disadvantaged groups are women,
African Americans, American Indians, Alaskan Natives, Hispanics, and Asian Americans and Pacific
Islanders.

This program:
« Targets direct and guaranteed loan assistance to socially disadvantaged persons;

« Discovers and removes barriers that prevent full participation of those persons in FSA’s farm loan
programs; and

« Provides information and assistance to applicants to help them develop sound farm management
practices, analyzes problems, and plans the best use of available resources essential for success
in farming or ranching.

Types of Loans
Direct loans are made to applicants by FSA and include both farm operating and farm ownership loans.

Guaranteed farm loans also may be made for ownership or operating purposes, and may be made by
any lending institution subject to Federal or State supervision (banks, savings and loans, and units of the
Farm Credit System) and guaranteed by FSA. Some State governments also operate farm loan programs
that are eligible for FSA guarantees. Typically, FSA guarantees 90 or 95 percent of a loan against any
loss that might be incurred if the loan fails.
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Use of Loan Funds

Farm Ownership Loans (FO) may be used to purchase or enlarge a farm or ranch, purchase easements
or rights of way needed in the farm’s operation, erect or improve buildings, promote soil and water
conservation and development, and pay closing costs. Reserved direct farm ownership loan funds can
only be used to purchase a farm or ranch. Guaranteed farm ownership funds may also be used to
refinance debt.

Farm Operating Loans (OL) may be used to purchase livestock, poultry, farm equipment, feed, seed, fuel,
fertilizer, chemicals, hail and other crop insurance, food, clothing, medical care, and hired labor. Funds
also may be used to refinance debt and to install or improve water systems for home use, livestock or
irrigation, and other improvements.

Who May Borrow

Individuals and entities primarily and directly engaged in farming and ranching on family-size operations
may apply. A family-size farm is considered to be one that a family can operate and manage itself. In
addition to being members of a socially disadvantaged group, individual applicants under this program
must meet all requirements for FSA’s regular farm loan program assistance, including:

« Have a satisfactory history of meeting credit obligations.

+ Have sufficient education; training, or at least 1-year’s experience in managing or operating a farm
or ranch within the last 5 years for a direct operating loan, or, for a direct farm ownership loan,
have participated in the business operation of a farm or ranch for 3 years;

+ Be a citizen of the United States (or a legal resident alien), including Puerto Rico, the U.S. Virgin
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and certain former Pacific Island Trust Territories;

- Be unable to obtain credit elsewhere at reasonable rates and terms to meet actual needs; and
+ Possess legal capacity to incur loan obligations.

In the case of an entity, the members holding a majority interest must meet the same eligibility
requirements. The entity must be authorized to operate a farm or ranch in the State where the actual
operation is located. In addition, the entity must be owned by U.S. citizens or legal resident aliens, and
the socially disadvantaged members must hold a majority interest in the entity.

If the individuals holding a majority interest in the entity are related by blood or marriage, at least one
stockholder, member, or partner must operate the family farm or ranch. If they are not related by blood or
marriage, those holding a majority interest must operate the farm or ranch.

Terms and Interest Rates

Repayment terms for direct operating loans depend on the collateral securing the loan and usually run
from 1 to 7 years. Interest rates for direct loans are set periodically according to the Government’s cost of
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borrowing. Repayment terms for direct farm ownership loans are up to 40 years.
Appendix A (continued): Selected Outreach Programs Offered by USDA

Interest rates for guaranteed loans are established by the lender, but may not exceed the rate the lender
charges its average farm loan customer. Guaranteed loan terms are set by the lender.

Getting a Loan

Applications for all FSA direct loan programs are made through FSA’s local offices. These are listed in
telephone directories under "United States Government, Department of Agriculture."

Guaranteed loan applications are made with the lender. In cases where a lender is not known to an
applicant, local office personnel will assist the applicant.

For more information

Further information is available from local USDA Service Centers or on the FSA website at:
http://www.fsa.usda.gov/.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, gender, religion, age,
disability, political beliefs, sexual orientation, and marital or family status. (Not all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require alternative
means for communication of program information (braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA’s TARGET Center at 202-720-2600 (voice and TDD).

To file a complaint of discrimination, write USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, Room 326-W, Whitten Building, 1400 Independence Avenue, SW, Washington, D.C.,
20250-9410, or call (202) 720-5964 (voice or TDD).

USDA is an equal opportunity provider and employer.
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Outreach Program

Background

The U.S. Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) Farm Service Agency (FSA) administers farm commodity
and conservation programs and makes loans to farmers and ranchers who are unable to obtain
conventional credit.

The FSA Outreach Programs Staff coordinates and implements Agency-wide outreach activities to
people, especially the underserved, who can benefit from the Agency’s programs and services. The
staff’s goal is to increase the participation of underserved customers in its programs, with special
emphasis on those who are socially disadvantaged, limited resource farmers, and members of racial
minority groups.

To ensure maximum participation in FSA programs and services for underserved customers, the FSA
Outreach Programs Staff works with its partners and customers to eliminate the following barriers:

« All forms of discrimination, including racial, ethnic, cultural, and gender prejudices;

« Language, communication, transportation, and FSA program requirements and signup
procedures;

» Limited access to FSA programs in remote areas.
Underserved customers include:
« Farmers/ranchers and landowners/operators with limited resources, minority groups (including
American Indians, Alaskan Natives, and Aleuts), women, and the physically challenged who may

need, but have not fully benefited from, USDA assistance;

« Individuals and groups who have not participated in or have received limited benefits from FSA
programs that may improve their quality of life and/or the environment;

« Rural and urban community members;

» Members of religious minorities;

12
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e Small specialty crop farmers, organic farmers, and other farmers with production practices that
are different from most farmers in the area.

The FSA Outreach Programs Staff:

« Provides resources to assist underserved farmers and ranchers improve their income through
better farm management and financial planning;

« Provides information on loans, farm commodities, and conservation programs to underserved
farmers and ranchers who are unable to obtain conventional credit;

« Works with community-based organizations (including churches; social groups; 1862, 1890, and

1994 Land Grant Colleges and Universities; Hispanic Association of Colleges and Universities; and

tribally-controlled colleges to provide technical assistance, training, and enhanced program
delivery to underserved communities and other USDA agencies;

+ Helps customers understand USDA programs and fill out program forms;

« Provides program and service information to all customers in a customer-friendly and timely
manner.

For More Information

Further information about FSA’s programs and outreach projects is available at local USDA Service
Centers and FSA state and county offices. The telephone numbers are usually listed in the telephone
directory under the United States Government, U.S. Department of Agriculture. You may also obtain
outreach and program information by contacting:

USDA/FSA

Director, Outreach Programs Staff
Ag Stop 0511

Room 3718-S

Washington, D.C. 20250-0511

For more information about this or any other FSA program, visit FSA’s web site at:
http://www.fsa.usda.gov/

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, gender, religion,

age, disability, political beliefs, sexual orientation, and marital or family status. (Not all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who
require alternative means for communication of program information (braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA’s TARGET Center at 202-720-
2600 (voice and TDD).

To file a complaint of discrimination, write USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, Room 326-W, Whitten Building, 1400 Independence Avenue, SW, Washington,

D.C., 20250-9410, or call (202) 720-5964 (voice or TDD).

USDA is an equal opportunity provider and employer.
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Cooperative State Research,

Education, and Extension Service
Research, Education, and Economics

Funding Outreach and Assistance for Socially Disadvantaged
Farmers and Ranchers

The Cooperative State Research, Education, and Extension Service (CSREES)
announces the availability of grant funds and requests applications for the
Outreach and Assistance for Socially Disadvantaged Farmers and Ranchers
Competitive Grants Program (OASDFR). Applications must be received by close of
business on January 31, 2003.

Appropriations for this program from fiscal years (FYs) 2002 and 2003 will be
combined to support projects submitted in response to this Request for
Applications (RFA). The amount available for FY 2002 is approximately
$3,243,000. The FY 2003 appropriations is not known at this time but is currently
anticipated between 3 and 8 million dollars. There is no commitment by USDA to
fund any particular proposal or to make a specific number of awards.

This program provides outreach and technical assistance to encourage and assist
socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers to own and operate farms and
ranches and to participate in agricultural programs. The OASDFR will support a
wide range of outreach and assistance activities in farm management, financial
management, marketing, application and bidding procedures, and other areas.

Proposed projects might include one or more of the following: the use of existing,
and the formation of new, outreach and assistance networks focused on
increasing participation in various USDA and other programs by socially
disadvantaged agricultural producers; further development or modification of
farm and ranch management (including marketing) and financial management
curricula and materials designed to enhance the potential for farm and ranch
ownership by socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers; the development of
innovative delivery systems that improve the effectiveness of these programs;
and the development or improvement in the means by which assistance is
provided to the targeted audiences.

Proposals need to identify the socially disadvantaged group(s) that is being
targeted for assistance. Applicants must provide information to document why a
taraeted aroun(s) is annronriate for assistance under this nroaram. Annlicants
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targeting a socially disadvantaged group not specified in the definition supplied in

Appendix A (continued): Selected Outreach Programs Offered by USDA

the RFA must provide in-depth documentation justifying why this group is socially
disadvantaged. This document, entitled a Request for Determination, requests
the Secretary to determine whether the targeted group qualifies under the
Program. A determination by the Secretary or designated individual will be made
and the applicant will be notified shortly thereafter. The deadline for submitting a
Request for Determination is November 22, 2002.

Applications may be submitted by any community-based organization, network,
or coalition of community-based organizations that 1) has demonstrated
experience in providing agricultural education or other agriculturally related
services to socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers, 2) has provided to the
Secretary documentary evidence of work with socially disadvantaged farmers and
ranchers during the two-year period preceding the submission of an application
for assistance under this program (documentary evidence shall include a
narrative providing specific information regarding: the scope of past projects,
including the number of socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers served or in
the area served by the organization; activities conducted; community
involvement; and copies of prior agreements, press releases, news articles, and
other contemporaneous documents supporting the narrative); and 3) does not
engage in activities prohibited under Section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986. In addition, applications will be accepted from: an 1890 institution
or 1994 institution , including West Virginia State College; an Indian Tribal
Community College or an Alaska Native Cooperative College; an Hispanic-serving
institution; any other institution of higher education that has demonstrated
experience in providing agriculture education or other agriculturally related
services to socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers in a region; an Indian
tribe (as defined in section 4 of the Indian Self-Determination and Education
Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b)) or a national tribal organization that has
demonstrated experience in providing agriculture education or other agriculturally
related services to socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers in a region; and
an organization or institution that received funding under this program before
January 1, 1996, but only with respect to projects that the Secretary considers
are similar to projects previously carried out by the organization or institution
under this program. (See the RFA for details concerning eligibility criteria.)

For further information call:

Elizabeth Tuckermanty, Ph.D.

National Program Leader

Competitive Grant Programs

Cooperative State Research, Education, and Extension Service
U.S. Department of Agriculture

STOP 2241
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1400 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20250-2241
202-205-0241
etuckermanty@csrees.usda.qgov
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IV. U.S. Department of Agriculture Agencies Serving Alaska, Hawaii,

and Other Insular Areas

ALASKA

Agricultural Marketing Service
www.ams.usda.gov

Marketing Services Program
USDA-AMS-TM-MSB

Room 2646 S. Bldg.

Ag Stop 0269

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20250

Phone: 202-720-8317
www.ams.usda.gov/farmersmarkets
www.ams.usda.gov/directmarketing

National Organic Program
USDA-AMS-TM-NOP

Room 4008 S. Bldg.

Ag Stop 0268

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20250

Phone: 202-720-3252
www.ams.usda.gov/nop

Poultry Programs, Grading

Bob Pamperin, Fed-State Supervisor
P.O. Box 48099

Seattle, WA 98148-0099

Phone: 206-241-7831

FAX: 206-244-4776

Agricultural Research Service
www.ars.usda.gov

Technology Transfer Coordinator
Pacific West Area

Martha Steinbock
mbs@pw.usda.gov

Phone: 510-559-5641

FAX: 510-5596091

Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
www.aphis.usda.gov

State Plant Health Director
3301 C Street, Suite 201
Anchorage, AK 99503
Phone: 907-271-1239
FAX:907-271-1241

Veterinary Services, Alaska Office
500 South Alaska Street, Suite A
Palmer, AK 99645

Phone: 907-745-3236

Cooperative State Research, Education &
Extension Service
www.ree.usda.gov

Small farms program:
www.ree.usda.gov/smallfarm

Funding/grant opportunities:
www.ree.usda.gov/1700/funding/ourfund.htm

Local contact:

Director

Cooperative Extension Service
University of Alaska Fairbanks
P.O. Box 756180

Fairbanks, AK 99775-6180
Phone: 907-474-7246

FAX: 907-474-6971

Economic Research Service
www.ers.usda.gov

Economic Research Service
1800 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036-5831

ERS Information Center: 202-694-5050
8 a.m.-5 p.m. Eastern Time, Mon.-Fri.

Farm Service Agency

www.fsa.usda.gov

Farm loans:
www.fsa.usda.gov/dafl/default.htm

Crop and natural disaster assistance:
www.fsa.usda.gov/pas/disaster/assistancel.htm
Conservation reserve programs:
www.fsa.usda.gov/dafp/cepd/crpinfo.htm

FSA State Office

Alaska State Offices

800 West Evergreen Aveste 201
Palmer, AK 99645-6546
Phone: 907-761-7700



U.S. Department of Agriculture Agencies Serving Alaska, Hawaii, and Other

Insular Areas (Alaska, continued)

Local service delivery points:

Matanuska-Susitna County FSA

(Also serving Wade-Hampton, Bethel, Valdez-
Cordova, Dillingham, and Skagway-Hoonah-
Angoon Counties)

1700 Bogard Road, Suite 203

Wasilla, AK 99654-6563

Phone: 907-373-6385, ext. 2

FAX: 907-373-1064

Kenai Peninsula County FSA

(Also serving Aleutians West, Lake and
Peninusula, and Kodiak Island Counties)
4014 Lake Street, Suite 201

Homer, AK 99603-7692

Phone: 907-235-8177

FAX: 907-235-2364

Southeast Fairbanks County FSA
Jarvis Bldg., 1420 2 Alaska Highway
Delta Junction, AK 99737-9315
Phone: 907-895-4241

FAX: 907-895-5003

Fairbanks North Star County FSA

(Also serving North Slope, NW Arctic, Nome,
and Yukon-Koyukuk Counties)

590 University Avenue

Fairbanks, AK 99709-3661

Phone: 907-479-3159

FAX: 907-479-6998

Food and Nutrition Service
www.fns.usda.gov/fns

Food stamp program:
www.fns.usda.gov/fsp

Food distribution programs:
www.fns.usda.gov/fdd

Child nutrition programs:
www.fns.usda.gov/cnd

Community food security:
www.fns.usda.gov/fsec

Women, infants & children (WIC) farmers
market nutrition program:
www.fns.usda.gov/wicFMNP/farmersmarketsme

nu.htm

Seniors farmers market nutrition program:
www.fns.usda.gov/SeniorsFMNP/SFMBPmenu.
htm

Local service delivery points:

Western Region Headquarters
Food and Nutrition Service, USDA
550 Kearney Street, Room 400
San Francisco, CA 94108-2518
Phone: 415-705-1310

FAX: 415-705-1364

Satellite Office:

Food and Nutrition Service, USDA
Federal Bldg. USPO

9174 W. Eagle Drive

Boise, ID 83709

Phone: 208-378-5731

FAX: 208-378-5732

Food Safety and Inspection Service
www.fsis.usda.gov/index.htm

Meat and poultry recalls:
www.fsis.usda.gov/OA/recalls/rec_intr.htm
Consumer education and information:
www.fsis.usda.gov/OA/consedu.htm

Meat and Poultry Hotline:
888-674-6854

FSIS District 15 Office

665 South Broadway, Suite B
Boulder, CO 80303

Phone: 303-497-5411

FAX: 303-497-7306

Foreign Agricultural Service
www.fas.usda.gov

USDA-FAS

Exporter Assistance/Outreach

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Room 4941 S. Bldg.

Washington, DC 20250

Phone:

Exporter Assistance: 202-720-6343
Office of Outreach: 202-720-9509



U.S. Department of Agriculture Agencies Serving Alaska, Hawaii, and Other

Insular Areas (Alaska, continued)

Natural Resources Conservation Service
www.nres.usda.gov

Backyard conservation:
www.nhg.nrcs.usda.gov/CCS/Backyard.html

Animal feeding operations:
www.nres.usda.gov/programs/afo
Wetlands reserve programs:
www.nres.usda.gov/programs/wrp

NRCS Alaska State Office
800 W. Evergreen, Suite 201
Palmer, AK 99645-6546
Phone: 907-761-7760

FAX: 907-761-7783

Local service centers collocated with Farm
Service Agency above.

Risk Management Agency
www.rma.usda.gov

Growing conditions:
www.rma.usda.gov/weather

Crop insurance:
www.3rma.usda.gov/tools/agents

Spokane Regional Office

112 N. University Road, Suite 205
Spokane, WA 99206-5295

Phone: 509-353-2147

FAX: 509-353-3149

Rural Development Agencies
www.rurdev.usda.gov

Rural Business Cooperative Service
www.rurdev.usda.gov/rbs

Office of Community Development
www.rurdev.usda.gov/ocd/index.html

Rural Housing Service

www.rurdev.usda.gov/rhs/index.html

Rural Utilities Service
www.rurdev.usda.gov/rus

USDA Rural Development Alaska State Office

800 W. Evergreen, Suite 201
Palmer, Alaska 99645
Phone: 907-761-7705
FAX:907-761-7783

Local service delivery points:

311 Willow, Bldg. 3
Bethel, AK 99559
Phone: 907-543-3858
FAX: 907-543-3855

P.O. Box 1370
Dilllingham, AK 99576
Phone: 907-842-3921
FAX: 907-842-3922

590 University Avenue
Fairbanks, AK 99709
Phone: 907-479-4362. ext. 4
FAX: 907-457-4069

110 Trading Bay Road, Suite 160
Kenai, AK 99611

Phone: 907-283-6640, ext. 4
FAX: 907-283-9667

240 Front Street, Room 106
P.O. Box 1569

Nome, AK 99762

Phone: 907-443-6022
FAX: 907-443-6024

SE Alaska Area Office

201 Katlian Street, Suite 109A
Sitka, AK 99835

Phone: 907-747-3506

FAX: 907-747-3597



U.S. Department of Agriculture Agencies Serving Alaska, Hawaii, and Other

Insular Areas (continued)

HAWAII

Agricultural Marketing Service
www.ams.usda.gov

Fruit and Vegetable Programs, Fresh Products
Gary Okamura, Ass’t. Federal Supervisor In
Charge

1851 Auiki Street

Honolulu, HI 96819-3100

Phone: 808-973-9655

FAX: 808-973-9565

Fruit and Vegetable Programs, Processed
Products

Shawn Slocum

Federal/State Supervisor

State of Hawaii Department of Agriculture
1851 Auiki Street

Honolulu, HI 96819-3100

Phone: 808-832-0713

FAX: 808-832-0683

Marketing Services Program
USDA-AMS-TM-MSB

Room 2646 S. Bldg.

Ag Stop 0269

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20250

Phone: 202-720-8317
www.ams.usda.gov/farmersmarkets
www.ams.usda.gov/directmarketing

National Organic Program
USDA-AMS-TM-NOP

Room 4008 S. Bldg.

Ag Stop 0268

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20250

Phone: 202-720-3252
www.ams.usda.gov/nop

Poultry Programs, Grading

Mario Ramirez, Fed-State Supervisor
P.O. Box 1567

Riverside, CA 92502-1567

Phone: 909-276-6437

FAX: 909-784-2683

Agricultural Research Service
www.ars.usda.gov

Technology Transfer Coordinator
Pacific West Area

Martha Steinbock
mbs@pw.usda.gov

Phone: 510-559-5641

FAX: 510-5596091

Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
www.aphis.usda.gov

State Plant Health Director

Prince Jonah Kuhio Kalanianaole Federal Bldg.
Room 8-152

300 Ala Moana Boulevoard

P.O. Box 50002

Honolulu, HI 96850

Phone: 808-541-1980, 1981

FAX: 808-541-1978

Veterinary Services, Hawaii Office
3375 Koapaka Street, Suite H-420
Honolulu, HI 96819

Phone: 808-861-8560

FAX: 808-861-8570

Cooperative State Research, Education &
Extension Service
www.ree.usda.gov

Small farms program:
www.ree.usda.gov/smallfarm

Funding/grant opportunities:
www.ree.usda.gov/1700/funding/ourfund.htm

Local contact:

Director, Cooperative Extension Service
University of Hawaii at Manoa

College of Tropical Agriculture &
Human Resources

3050 Maile Way, Gilmore 202
Honolulu, HI 96822

Phone: 808-956-8234

FAX: 808-956-9105



U.S. Department of Agriculture Agencies Serving Alaska, Hawaii, and Other

Insular Areas (Hawaii, continued)

Economic Research Service
www.ers.usda.gov

Economic Research Service
1800 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036-5831

ERS Information Center: 202-694-5050
8 a.m.-5 p.m. Eastern Time, Mon.-Fri.

Farm Service Agency

www.fsa.usda.gov

Farm loans:
www.fsa.usda.gov/dafl/default.htm

Crop and natural disaster assistance:
www.fsa.usda.gov/pas/disaster/assistancel.htm
Conservation reserve programs:
www.fsa.usda.gov/dafp/cepd/crpinfo.htm

FSA State Office

300 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 4118
Honolulu, HI 96850-4118

Phone: 808-541-2600 ext. 1

FAX: 808-541-2648

Local service delivery points:

Maui County FSA

210 IMI Kala Street, Suite 209
Wailuku, HI 96793-1274
Phone: 808-244-3100

FAX: 808-244-7005

Honolulu County FSA
R.L. Cushing Bldg.

99-193 Aiea Heights Drive
Aiea, HI 96701

Phone: 808-483-8600
FAX: 808-483-8615

Kauai County FSA

4334 Rice Street, Suite 103
Lihue, HI 96766-1801
Phone: 808-245-9014
FAX: 808-246-4639

Hawaii County FSA

154 Waianuenue Avenue, Room 322
Hilo, HI 96720-2452

Phone: 808-933-8381

FAX: 808-933-8345

Food and Nutrition Service
www.fns.usda.gov/fns

Food stamp program:

www.fns.usda.gov/fsp

Food distribution programs;
www.fns.usda.gov/fdd

Child nutrition programs:
www.fns.usda.gov/cnd

Community food security:
www.fns.usda.gov/fsec

Women, infants & children (WIC) farmers
market nutrition program:
www.fns.usda.gov/wicFMNP/farmersmarketsme
nu.htm

Seniors farmers market nutrition program:
www.fns.usda.gov/SeniorsFMNP/SFMBPmenu.
htm

Local service delivery points.

Western Region Headquarters
Food and Nutrition Service, USDA
550 Kearney Street, Room 400
San Francisco, CA 94108-2518
Phone: 415-705-1310

FAX: 415-705-1364

Honolulu Field Office

Food and Nutrition Service, USDA
Prince Jonah Kuhio Kalanianaole
Federal Bldg., Room 5-241

300 Ala Moana Boulevard
Honolulu, HI 96850-4982

Phone: 808-541-2857

FAX: 808-541-3664

Food Safety and Inspection Service
www.fsis.usda.gov/index.htm

Meat and poultry recalls:
www.fsis.usda.gov/OA/recalls/rec_intr.htm
Consumer education and information:
www.fsis.usda.gov/OA/consedu.htm

Meat and Poultry Hotline:
888-674-6854

FSIS District 15 Office

665 South Broadway, Suite B
Boulder, CO 80303

Phone: 303-497-5411

FAX: 303-497-7306



U.S. Department of Agriculture Agencies Serving Alaska, Hawaii, and Other

Insular Areas (Hawaii, continued)

Foreign Agricultural Service
www.fas.usda.gov

USDA-FAS

Exporter Assistance/Outreach

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Room 4941 S. Bldg.

Washington, DC 20250

Phone:

Exporter Assistance: 202-720-6343
Office of Outreach: 202-720-9509

Natural Resources Conservation Service
www.nres.usda.gov

Backyard conservation:
www.nhg.nrcs.usda.gov/CCS/Backyard.html

Animal feeding operations:
www.nres.usda.gov/programs/afo
Wetlands reserve programs:
www.nres.usda.gov/programs/wrp

NRCS State Office

300 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 4118
Honolulu, HI 96850-4118

Phone: 808-541-2600 ext. 1

FAX: 808-541-2648

Local service centers collocated with Farm
Service Agency above.

Risk Management Agency
www.rma.usda.gov

Growing conditions:
www.rma.usda.gov/weather

Crop insurance:
www.3rma.usda.gov/tools/agents

Davis Regional Office
430 G Street, #4168
Davis, CA 95616-4168
Phone: 530-792-5870
FAX: 530-792-5893

Rural Development Agencies
www.rurdev.usda.gov

Rural Business Cooperative Service
www.rurdev.usda.gov/rbs

Office of Community Development
www.rurdev.usda.gov/ocd/index.html

Rural Housing Service
www.rurdev.usda.gov/rhs/index.html

Rural Utilities Service
www.rurdev.usda.gov/rus

Hawaii State Office

Rural Development

Room 311, Federal Building
154 Waianuenue Avenue
Hilo, HI 96720

Phone: 808-933-8380

FAX: 808-933-8321

Local service delivery points.

RD Area Office

300 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 5-129
Honolulu, HI 96850-0001

Phone: 808-541-2600, ext. 104

FAX: no fax listed

Oahu Local Office

99-193 Aiea Heights Drive, Suite 156
Aiea, HI 96701-3900

Phone: 808-483-8600, ext. 116

FAX: 808-483-8605

Hilo Local Office
Federal Bldg., Suite 327
154 Waianuenue Avenue
Hilo, HI 96720

Phone: 808-933-8330
FAX: 808-933-8336

Molokai Local Office

Kahua Center, 15 Kaunakakai Place
Kaunakakai, HI 96748

Phone: 808-553-5321

FAX: 808-533-3739

Kona Local Office

81-948 Waena Oihana LP.
Kealakekua, HI 96750
Phone: 808-322-9351
FAX: 808-322-2565



U.S. Department of Agriculture Agencies Serving Alaska, Hawaii, and Other
Insular Areas (Hawaii, continued)

Kauai Local Office

4334 Rice Street, Suite 106
Lihue, HI 96766-1365

Phone: 808-245-9014, ext. 110
FAX: 808-246-0277

Maui Local Office

210 Imi Kala Street, Suite 206
Wailuku, HI 96793-1274
Phone: 808-244-3100, ext. 102
FAX: 808-242-7005



U.S. Department of Agriculture Agencies Serving Alaska, Hawaii, and Other

Insular Areas (continued)

TERRITORY OF AMERICAN SAMOA

Agricultural Marketing Service
www.ams.usda.gov

Marketing Services Program
USDA-AMS-TM-MSB

Room 2646 S. Bldg.

Ag Stop 0269

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20250

Phone: 202-720-8317
www.ams.usda.gov/farmersmarkets
www.ams.usda.gov/directmarketing

National Organic Program
USDA-AMS-TM-NOP

Room 4008 S. Bldg.

Ag Stop 0268

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20250

Phone: 202-720-3252
www.ams.usda.gov/nop

Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
www.aphis.usda.gov

State Plant Health Directors
Western Regional Office

1629 Blue Spruce Drive, Suite 204
Fort Collins, CO 80524

Phone: 970-494-2531

FAX: 970-494-0408

Cooperative State Research, Education &
Extension Service
www.ree.usda.gov

Small farms program:
www.ree.usda.gov/smallfarm

Funding/grant opportunities:
www.ree.usda.gov/1700/funding/ourfund.htm

Local contact:

Director, Land Grant Programs
Agriculture, Human & Natural Resources
American Samoa Community College
P.O. Box 5319

Pago Pago, AS 96799

Economic Research Service
www.ers.usda.gov

Economic Research Service
1800 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036-5831

ERS Information Center: 202-694-5050
8 a.m.-5 p.m. Eastern Time, Mon.-Fri.

Farm Service Agency

www.fsa.usda.gov

Farm loans:
www.fsa.usda.gov/dafl/default.htm

Crop and natural disaster assistance:
www.fsa.usda.gov/pas/disaster/assistancel.htm
Conservation reserve programs:
www.fsa.usda.gov/dafp/cepd/crpinfo.htm

Served by:

FSA Hawaii State Office

300 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 4118
Honolulu, HI 96850-4118

Phone: 808-541-2600 ext. 1

FAX: 808-541-2648

Food and Nutrition Service
www.fns.usda.gov/fns

Food stamp program:

www.fns.usda.gov/fsp

Food distribution programs;
www.fns.usda.gov/fdd

Child nutrition programs:
www.fns.usda.gov/cnd

Community food security:
www.fns.usda.gov/fsec

Women, infants & children (WIC) farmers
market nutrition program:
www.fns.usda.gov/wicFMNP/farmersmarketsme
nu.htm

Seniors farmers market nutrition program:
www.fns.usda.gov/SeniorsFMNP/SFMBPmenu.
htm




U.S. Department of Agriculture Agencies Serving Alaska, Hawaii, and Other

Insular Areas (American Samoa, continued)

Local service delivery points:

Western Region Headquarters
Food and Nutrition Service, USDA
550 Kearney Street, Room 400
San Francisco, CA 94108-2518
Phone: 415-705-1310

FAX: 415-705-1364

Honolulu Field Office

Food and Nutrition Service, USDA
Prince Jonah Kuhio Kalanianaole
Federal Bldg., Room 5-241

300 Ala Moana Boulevard
Honolulu, HI 96850-4982

Phone: 808-541-2857

FAX: 808-541-3664

Food Safety and Inspection Service
www.{sis.usda.gov/index.htm

Meat and poultry recalls:
www.fsis.usda.gov/OA/recalls/rec_intr.htm
Consumer education and information:
www.fsis.usda.gov/OA/consedu.htm

Meat and Poultry Hotline:
888-674-6854

FSIS District 15 Office

665 South Broadway, Suite B
Boulder, CO 80303

Phone: 303-497-5411

FAX: 303-497-7306

Foreign Agricultural Service
www.fas.usda.gov

USDA-FAS

Exporter Assistance/Outreach

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Room 4941 S. Bldg.

Washington, DC 20250

Phone:

Exporter Assistance: 202-720-6343
Office of Outreach: 202-720-9509

Natural Resources Conservation Service
www.nres.usda.gov

Backyard conservation:
www.nhg.nres.usda.gov/CCS/Backyard.html
Animal feeding operations:
www.nres.usda.gov/programs/afo

Wetlands reserve programs:
www.nres.usda.gov/programs/wrp

American Samoa NRCS Field Office
USDA-NRCS

P.O. Box 4078

Pago Pago, AS 96799

Phone: 684-633-1031

FAX: 684-633-1062

Rural Development Agencies
www.rurdev.usda.gov

Rural Business Cooperative Service
www.rurdev.usda.gov/rbs

Office of Community Development
www.rurdev.usda.gov/ocd/index.html

Rural Housing Service
www.rurdev.usda.gov/rhs/index.html

Rural Utilities Service
www.rurdev.usda.gov/rus

USDA, Rural Development
Pago Plaza, Suite 203

P.O. Box 2447

Pago, Pago, AS 96799-2447
Phone: 684-633-1131

FAX: 684-633-4329



U.S. Department of Agriculture Agencies Serving Alaska, Hawaii, and Other

Insular Areas (continued)

TERRITORY OF GUAM

Agricultural Marketing Service
www.ams.usda.gov

Marketing Services Program
USDA-AMS-TM-MSB

Room 2646 S. Bldg.

Ag Stop 0269

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20250

Phone: 202-720-8317
www.ams.usda.gov/farmersmarkets
www.ams.usda.gov/directmarketing

National Organic Program
USDA-AMS-TM-NOP

Room 4008 S. Bldg.

Ag Stop 0268

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20250

Phone: 202-720-3252
www.ams.usda.gov/nop

Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
www.aphis.usda.gov

State Plant Health Directors
Western Regional Office

1629 Blue Spruce Drive, Suite 204
Fort Collins, CO 80524

Phone: 970-494-2531

FAX: 970-494-0408

Cooperative State Research, Education &
Extension Service
www.ree.usda.gov

Small farms program:
www.ree.usda.gov/smallfarm

Funding/grant opportunities:
www.ree.usda.gov/1700/funding/ourfund.htm

Local contact:

Director, Cooperative Extension Service
University of Guam

College of Agriculture & Life Sciences
UOG Station

Mangilao, GU 96923

Phone: 671-735-2000

10

FAX: 671-734-6842

Economic Research Service
www.ers.usda.gov

Economic Research Service
1800 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036-5831

ERS Information Center: 202-694-5050
8 a.m.-5 p.m. Eastern Time, Mon.-Fri.

Farm Service Agency
www.fsa.usda.gov

Farm loans:
www.fsa.usda.gov/dafl/default.htm

Crop and natural disaster assistance:
www.fsa.usda.gov/pas/disaster/assistancel.htm
Conservation reserve programs:
www.fsa.usda.gov/dafp/cepd/crpinfo.htm

Local service delivery point:

Pacific Basin Service Center
FHB Bldg., Suite 301

400 Route 8

Maite, GU 96927

Phone: 671-472-7361

FAX: 671-472-7288

Food and Nutrition Service
www.fns.usda.gov/fns

Food stamp program:

www.fns.usda.gov/fsp

Food distribution programs;
www.fns.usda.gov/fdd

Child nutrition programs:
www.fns.usda.gov/cnd

Community food security:
www.fns.usda.gov/fsec

Women, infants & children (WIC) farmers
market nutrition program:
www.fns.usda.gov/wicFMNP/farmersmarketsme
nu.htm

Seniors farmers market nutrition program:
www.fns.usda.gov/SeniorsFMNP/SFMBPmenu.
htm




U.S. Department of Agriculture Agencies Serving Alaska, Hawaii, and Other

Insular Areas (Guam, continued)

Local service delivery points:

Western Region Headquarters
Food and Nutrition Service, USDA
550 Kearney Street, Room 400
San Francisco, CA 94108-2518
Phone: 415-705-1310

FAX: 415-705-1364

Honolulu Field Office

Food and Nutrition Service, USDA
Prince Jonah Kuhio Kalanianaole
Federal Bldg., Room 5-241

300 Ala Moana Boulevard
Honolulu, HI 96850-4982

Phone: 808-541-2857

FAX: 808-541-3664

Food Safety and Inspection Service
www.fsis.usda.gov/index.htm

Meat and poultry recalls:
www.fsis.usda.gov/OA/recalls/rec_intr.htm
Consumer education and information:
www.fsis.usda.gov/OA/consedu.htm

Meat and Poultry Hotline:
888-674-6854

FSIS District 15 Office

665 South Broadway, Suite B
Boulder, CO 80303

Phone: 303-497-5411

FAX: 303-497-7306

Foreign Agricultural Service
www.fas.usda.gov

USDA-FAS

Exporter Assistance/Outreach

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Room 4941 S. Bldg.

Washington, DC 20250

Phone:

Exporter Assistance: 202-720-6343
Office of Outreach: 202-720-9509

Natural Resources Conservation Service
www.nres.usda.gov

Backyard conservation:
www.nhg.nres.usda.gov/CCS/Backyard.html
Animal feeding operations:
www.nres.usda.gov/programs/afo

Wetlands reserve programs:
www.nres.usda.gov/programs/wrp

Guam NRCS Field Office
USDA-NRCS

Barrigada Plaza, Suite 101
494 West Route 8
Barrigada, GU 96913
Phone: 671-735-2111
FAX: 671-735-2110

Rural Development Agencies
www.rurdev.usda.gov

Rural Business Cooperative Service
www.rurdev.usda.gov/rbs

Office of Community Development
www.rurdev.usda.gov/ocd/index.html

Rural Housing Service
www.rurdev.usda.gov/rhs/index.html

Rural Utilities Service
www.rurdev.usda.gov/rus

Barrigada Local Office
USDA, Rural Development
494 West Route 8, Suite 103
Hagatna, GU 96910

Phone: 671-735-2102

FAX: 671-735-2108



U.S. Department of Agriculture Agencies Serving Alaska, Hawaii, and Other

Insular Areas (continued)

COMMONWEALTH OF THE NORTHERN MARIANNA ISLANDS

Agricultural Marketing Service
www.ams.usda.gov

Marketing Services Program
USDA-AMS-TM-MSB

Room 2646 S. Bldg.

Ag Stop 0269

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20250

Phone: 202-720-8317
www.ams.usda.gov/farmersmarkets
www.ams.usda.gov/directmarketing

National Organic Program
USDA-AMS-TM-NOP

Room 4008 S. Bldg.

Ag Stop 0268

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20250

Phone: 202-720-3252
www.ams.usda.gov/nop

Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
www.aphis.usda.gov

State Plant Health Directors
Western Regional Office

1629 Blue Spruce Drive, Suite 204
Fort Collins, CO 80524

Phone: 970-494-2531

FAX: 970-494-0408

Cooperative State Research, Education &
Extension Service
www.ree.usda.gov

Small farms program:
www.ree.usda.gov/smallfarm

Funding/grant opportunities:
www.ree.usda.gov/1700/funding/ourfund.htm

Local contact:

Director, Cooperative Extension Service
Northern Marianas College

Box 501250

Saipan, MP 96950

Phone: 670-234-5498

FAX: 670-234-0500
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Economic Research Service
www.ers.usda.gov

Economic Research Service
1800 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036-5831

ERS Information Center: 202-694-5050
8 a.m.-5 p.m. Eastern Time, Mon.-Fri.

Farm Service Agency
www.fsa.usda.gov

Farm loans:
www.fsa.usda.gov/dafl/default.htm

Crop and natural disaster assistance:
www.fsa.usda.gov/pas/disaster/assistancel.htm
Conservation reserve programs:
www.fsa.usda.gov/dafp/cepd/crpinfo.htm

Served by:

FSA Hawaii State Office

300 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 4118
Honolulu, HI 96850-4118

Phone: 808-541-2600 ext. 1

FAX: 808-541-2648

Food and Nutrition Service
www.fns.usda.gov/fns

Food stamp program:

www.fns.usda.gov/fsp

Food distribution programs;
www.fns.usda.gov/fdd

Child nutrition programs:
www.fns.usda.gov/cnd

Community food security:
www.fns.usda.gov/fsec

Women, infants & children (WIC) farmers
market nutrition program:
www.fns.usda.gov/wicFMNP/farmersmarketsme
nu.htm

Seniors farmers market nutrition program:
www.fns.usda.gov/SeniorsFMNP/SFMBPmenu.
htm




U.S. Department of Agriculture Agencies Serving Alaska, Hawaii, and Other
Insular Areas (Northern Marianas, continued)

Local service delivery points:

Western Region Headquarters
Food and Nutrition Service, USDA
550 Kearney Street, Room 400
San Francisco, CA 94108-2518
Phone: 415-705-1310

FAX: 415-705-1364

Honolulu Field Office

Food and Nutrition Service, USDA
Prince Jonah Kuhio Kalanianaole
Federal Bldg., Room 5-241

300 Ala Moana Boulevard
Honolulu, HI 96850-4982

Phone: 808-541-2857

FAX: 808-541-3664

Food Safety and Inspection Service
www.fsis.usda.gov/index.htm

Meat and poultry recalls:
www.fsis.usda.gov/OA/recalls/rec_intr.htm
Consumer education and information:
www.fsis.usda.gov/OA/consedu.htm

Meat and Poultry Hotline:
888-674-6854

Foreign Agricultural Service
www.fas.usda.gov

USDA-FAS

Exporter Assistance/Outreach

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Room 4941 S. Bldg.

Washington, DC 20250

Phone:

Exporter Assistance: 202-720-6343
Office of Outreach: 202-720-9509

Natural Resources Conservation Service
www.nres.usda.gov

Backyard conservation:
www.nhg.nrcs.usda.gov/CCS/Backyard.html

Animal feeding operations:
www.nres.usda.gov/programs/afo
Wetlands reserve programs:
www.nres.usda.gov/programs/wrp
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Marianna Islands NRCS Field Office
USDA-NRCS

P.O. Box 5082 — CHRB

Saipan, MP 96950-5082

Phone: 670-233-3415

FAX: 670-233-3857

Cell: 670-483-6727

Rural Development Agencies
www.rurdev.usda.gov

Rural Business Cooperative Service
www.rurdev.usda.gov/rbs

Office of Community Development
www.rurdev.usda.gov/ocd/index.html

Rural Housing Service
www.rurdev.usda.gov/rhs/index.html

Rural Utilities Service
www.rurdev.usda.gov/rus

Saipan Local Office
DY Bldg.

P.O. Box 500370
Saipan, MP 96950
Phone: 670-236-0875
FAX: 670-236-0876



U.S. Department of Agriculture Agencies Serving Alaska, Hawaii, and Other

Insular Areas (continued)

COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO RICO

Agricultural Marketing Service
www.ams.usda.gov

Fruit and Vegetable Programs, Fresh Products;
Processed Products

Luis Aponte, Federal Supervisor In Charge
Federal State Inspection Service, GSA Center
651 Federal Drive, Suite 103-05

Guaynabo, PR 00965

Phone: 787-783-2230, 4116

FAX: 787-782-3768

Marketing Services Program
USDA-AMS-TM-MSB

Room 2646 S. Bldg.

Ag Stop 0269

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20250

Phone: 202-720-8317
www.ams.usda.gov/farmersmarkets
www.ams.usda.gov/directmarketing

National Organic Program
USDA-AMS-TM-NOP

Room 4008 S. Bldg.

Ag Stop 0268

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20250

Phone: 202-720-3252
www.ams.usda.gov/nop

Poultry Programs, Grading

Harold Patrick, Fed-State Supervisor
805 Hospital Drive, SW

Gainesville, GA 30501-6514

Phone: 770-535-5704

FAX: 770-535-5763

Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
www.aphis.usda.gov

State Plant Health Director

IBM Building

654 Munoz Rivera Avenue, Suite 700
Hato Rey, PR 00918

Phone: 787-771-3611

FAX: 787-771-3613
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Area Veterinarian In Charge

USDA, APHIS, VS

IBM Building

654 Munoz Rivera Avenue, Suite 700
Hato Rey, PR 00918

Phone: 787-766-6050

FAX: 787-766-5159

Agricultural Research Service
www.ars.usda.gov

Technology Transfer Coordinator
South Atlantic Area

Donald Nordlund
dnordland@saa.ars.usda.gov
Phone: 706-546-3496

FAX: 706-546-3401

Cooperative State Research, Education &
Extension Service
www.ree.usda.gov

Small farms program:
www.ree.usda.gov/smallfarm

Funding/grant opportunities:
www.ree.usda.gov/1700/funding/ourfund.htm

Local contact:

Director, Cooperative Extension Service
University of Puerto Rico at Mayaguez
College of Agricultural Sciences

P.O. Box 9030

Mayaguez, PR 00681-9030

Phone: 787-833-3486

FAX: 787-833-4220

Economic Research Service
www.ers.usda.gov

Economic Research Service
1800 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036-5831

ERS Information Center: 202-694-5050
8 a.m.-5 p.m. Eastern Time, Mon.-Fri.



U.S. Department of Agriculture Agencies Serving Alaska, Hawaii, and Other

Insular Areas (Puerto Rico, continued)

Farm Service Agency
www.fsa.usda.gov

Farm loans:
www.fsa.usda.gov/dafl/default.htm
Crop and natural disaster assistance:

www.fsa.usda.gov/pas/disaster/assistancel.htm

Conservation reserve programs:
www.fsa.usda.gov/dafp/cepd/crpinfo.htm

Local service delivery point:

Adjuntas County FSA

80 Calle Rodulfo Gonzalez
Adjuntas, PR 00601-2152
Phone: 787-829-2350
FAX: 787-829-3774

Food and Nutrition Service
www.fns.usda.gov/fns

Food stamp program:
www.fns.usda.gov/fsp

Food distribution programs;
www.fns.usda.gov/fdd

Child nutrition programs:
www.fns.usda.gov/cnd

Community food security:
www.fns.usda.gov/fsec

Women, infants & children (WIC) farmers
market nutrition program:

www.fns.usda.gov/wicFMNP/farmersmarketsme

nu.htm
Seniors farmers market nutrition program:

www.fhs.usda.gov/SeniorsFMNP/SFMBPmenu.

htm
Local service delivery points:

Mid-Atlantic Region Headquarters
Food and Nutrition Service, USDA
Mercer Corporate Park

300 Corporate Boulevard
Robbinsville, NJ 08691-1598
Phone: 609-259-5025

FAX: 609-259-5242

Caribbean Area Office

Food and Nutrition Service, USDA
654 Avenida Munoz Rivera

IBM Bldg., Suite 702

San Juan, PR 00918-4125
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Phone: 787-766-5586
FAX: 787-766-5076

Food Safety and Inspection Service
www.fsis.usda.gov/index.htm

Meat and poultry recalls:
www.fsis.usda.gov/OA/recalls/rec_intr.htm
Consumer education and information:
www.fsis.usda.gov/OA/consedu.htm

Meat and Poultry Hotline:
888-674-6854

FSIS District 85 Office
100 Alabama Street, SW
Bldg. 1924, Suite 3R90
Atlanta, GA 30303
Phone: 404-562-5900
FAX: 404-562-5877

Foreign Agricultural Service
www.fas.usda.gov

USDA-FAS

Exporter Assistance/Outreach

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Room 4941 S. Bldg.

Washington, DC 20250

Phone:

Exporter Assistance: 202-720-6343
Office of Outreach: 202-720-9509

Natural Resources Conservation Service
www.nres.usda.gov

Backyard conservation:
www.nhg.nres.usda.gov/CCS/Backyard.html
Animal feeding operations:
www.nres.usda.gov/programs/afo

Wetlands reserve programs:
www.nres.usda.gov/programs/wrp

Puerto Rico State Office
IBM Plaza, Suite 604

654 Munoz Rivera

Hato Rey, PR 00918-4123
Phone: 787-766-5206
FAX: 787-766-5987



U.S. Department of Agriculture Agencies Serving Alaska, Hawaii, and Other

Insular Areas (Puerto Rico, continued)

Risk Management Agency
www.rma.usda.gov

Growing conditions:
www.rma.usda.gov/weather
Crop insurance:
www.3rma.usda.gov/tools/agents

Valdosta Regional Office

106 South Patterson Street, Suite 250
Valdosta, GA 31601-5609

Phone: 229-219-2200

FAX: 229-244-6103

Rural Development Agencies
www.rurdev.usda.gov

Rural Business Cooperative Service
www.rurdev.usda.gov/rbs

Office of Community Development
www.rurdev.usda.gov/ocd/index.html

Rural Housing Service
www.rurdev.usda.gov/rhs/index.html

Rural Utilities Service
www.rurdev.usda.gov/rus

Rural Development State Office
IBM Bldg.

654 Munoz Rivera Avenue, Suite 601
San Juan, PR 00918

Phone: 787-766-5095

FAX: 787-766-5844

Local service delivery points:

Barranquitas Service Center
20 Calle padre Berrios, Suite 1
Barranquitas, PR 00794
Phone: 787-857-3940

FAX: 787-857-6441

RD Area Office

Consolidated Medical Plaza, Suite 408
Caguas, PR 00725

Phone: 787-743-2743

FAX: 787-258-5111

Camuy Service Center

80 Munoz Rivera Avenue
Camuy, PR 00627
Phone: 787-898-2355
FAX: 787-262-1074

Corozal Service Center
State Road 159, KM 13.7
Corozal, PR 00783
Phone: 787-859-2880
FAX: 787-859-7993

Guayama Service Center
Veterans Avenue, KM 134.1
Guayama, PR 00784

Phone: 787-864-4550

FAX: 787-864-1115

Humacao Service Center
62 Cruz Ortiz Stella
Humacao, PR 00792
Phone: 787-850-7506
FAX: 787-852-9095

Juana Diaz Service Center

121 Calle Comercio, Apt. B-20
Juana Diaz, PR 00795-2542
Phone: 787-837-4450

FAX: 787-837-3145

Lares Service Center
State Road 111, KM 0.9
Lares, PR 00669

Phone: 787-897-2755
FAX: 787-897-1523

Mayaguez Service Center
637 Ave Sta Teresa Journet
Mayaguez, PR 00682-1343
Phone: 787-831-3407

Morovis Service Center
RD 6622, KM 2.1
Morovis, PR 00687
Phone: 787-841-2095
FAX: 787-841-5462



U.S. Department of Agriculture Agencies Serving Alaska, Hawaii, and Other
Insular Areas (Puerto Rico, continued)

San German Service Center

San German Cinema Ct., State Road #2, KM
174.6

San German, PR 00683

Phone: 787-889-2148

FAX: 787-892-4411

Utuado Service Center
State Road #111, KM 1.7
Utuado, PR 00641
Phone: 787-894-1480
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U.S. Department of Agriculture Agencies Serving Alaska, Hawaii, and Other

Insular Areas (continued)

U.S. VIRGIN ISLANDS

Agricultural Marketing Service
www.ams.usda.gov

Marketing Services Program
USDA-AMS-TM-MSB

Room 2646 S. Bldg.

Ag Stop 0269

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20250

Phone: 202-720-8317
www.ams.usda.gov/farmersmarkets
www.ams.usda.gov/directmarketing

National Organic Program
USDA-AMS-TM-NOP

Room 4008 S. Bldg.

Ag Stop 0268

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20250

Phone: 202-720-3252
www.ams.usda.gov/nop

Poultry Programs, Grading

Harold Patrick, Fed-State Supervisor
805 Hospital Drive, SW

Gainesville, GA 30501-6514

Phone: 770-535-5704

FAX: 770-535-5763

Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
www.aphis.usda.gov

Port of St. Thomas

Port Director

Federal Building, Room 141
Veterans Drive

Charlotte Amalie

St. Thomas, VI 00801
Phone: 340-776-2787

FAX: 340-774-0796

Port of St. Croix

Port Director

Henry E. Rohlsen Airport, Terminal Building
St. Croix, VI 00851

Phone: 340-778-1696

FAX: 340-778-0197

Agricultural Research Service
www.ars.usda.gov

Technology Transfer Coordinator
South Atlantic Area

Donald Nordlund
dnordland@saa.ars.usda.gov
Phone: 706-546-3496

FAX: 706-546-3401

Cooperative State Research, Education &
Extension Service
www.ree.usda.gov

Small farms program:
www.ree.usda.gov/smallfarm

Funding/grant opportunities:
www.ree.usda.gov/1700/funding/ourfund.htm

Local contact:

Director, Cooperative Extension Service
University of Virgin Islands

RR02, Box 10,000

Kingshill, St. Croix, VI 00850

Phone: 809-692-4091

FAX: 809-692-4085

Economic Research Service
www.ers.usda.gov

Economic Research Service
1800 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036-5831

ERS Information Center: 202-694-5050
8 a.m.-5 p.m. Eastern Time, Mon.-Fri.



U.S. Department of Agriculture Agencies Serving Alaska, Hawaii, and Other
Insular Areas (U.S. Virgin Islands, continued)

Farm Service Agency
www.fsa.usda.gov

Farm loans:
www.fsa.usda.gov/dafl/default.htm

Crop and natural disaster assistance:
www.fsa.usda.gov/pas/disaster/assistancel.htm
Conservation reserve programs:
www.fsa.usda.gov/dafp/cepd/crpinfo.htm

Local service delivery point:

St. Croix County FSA

5030 Anchor Way, Suite 2
Christiansted, VI 00820-4692
Phone: 340-773-9146

FAX: 340-692-9607

Food and Nutrition Service
www.fns.usda.gov/fns

Food stamp program:

www.fns.usda.gov/fsp

Food distribution programs;
www.fns.usda.gov/fdd

Child nutrition programs:
www.fns.usda.gov/cnd

Community food security:
www.fns.usda.gov/fsec

Women, infants & children (WIC) farmers
market nutrition program:
www.fns.usda.gov/wicFMNP/farmersmarketsme
nu.htm

Seniors farmers market nutrition program:
www.fns.usda.gov/SeniorsFMNP/SFMBPmenu.
htm

Local service delivery points:

Mid-Atlantic Region Headquarters
Food and Nutrition Service, USDA
Mercer Corporate Park

300 Corporate Boulevard
Robbinsville, NJ 08691-1598
Phone: 609-259-5025

FAX: 609-259-5242

Caribbean Area Office

Food and Nutrition Service, USDA
654 Avenida Munoz Rivera

IBM Bldg., Suite 702

San Juan, PR 00918-4125

19

Phone: 787-766-5586
FAX: 787-766-5076

Food Safety and Inspection Service
www.fsis.usda.gov/index.htm

Meat and poultry recalls:
www.fsis.usda.gov/OA/recalls/rec_intr.htm
Consumer education and information:
www.fsis.usda.gov/OA/consedu.htm

Meat and Poultry Hotline:
888-674-6854

FSIS District 85 Office
100 Alabama Street, SW
Bldg. 1924, Suite 3R90
Atlanta, GA 30303
Phone: 404-562-5900
FAX: 404-562-5877

Foreign Agricultural Service
www.fas.usda.gov

USDA-FAS

Exporter Assistance/Outreach

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Room 4941 S. Bldg.

Washington, DC 20250

Phone:

Exporter Assistance: 202-720-6343
Office of Outreach: 202-720-9509

Natural Resources Conservation Service
www.nres.usda.gov

Backyard conservation:
www.nhg.nres.usda.gov/CCS/Backyard.html
Animal feeding operations:
www.nres.usda.gov/programs/afo

Wetlands reserve programs:
www.nres.usda.gov/programs/wrp

St. Croix USDA Service Center
5030 Anchor Way, Suite 2
Gallows Bay, Christiansted

St. Croix, VI 00820-4692
Phone: 340-692-9662

FAX: 340-692-9607



U.S. Department of Agriculture Agencies Serving Alaska, Hawaii, and Other
Insular Areas (U.S. Virgin Islands, continued)

Rural Development Agencies
www.rurdev.usda.gov

Rural Business Cooperative Service
www.rurdev.usda.gov/rbs

Office of Community Development
www.rurdev.usda.gov/ocd/index.html

Rural Housing Service
www.rurdev.usda.gov/rhs/index.html

Rural Utilities Service
www.rurdev.usda.gov/rus

Tavares Area Office (Florida & USVI)
32245 David Walker Drive

Tavares, FL 32778

Phone: 352-742-7005

Christiansted Service Center
5030 Anchor Way, Suite 2
Christiansted, VI 00820-4692
Phone: 340-692-9662

FAX: 340-692-9607
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